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SUPREME  COURT. 
Clabenos  H.  Schbyhbeb  agt.  Royal  Phblfs. 

Bcuement — Bight  of  way — RvUof  loioasto. 

Where,  after  the  owner  of'  two  adjoining  premises,  one  being  an  exten- 
sion in  the  rear  of  the  other,  had  established  a  communication  between 
the  front  and  rear  buildings,  with  an  entrance  thereto  through  the  front 
building,  the  two  buildings  were  sold  upon  foreclosure  of  mortgages, 
the  defendant  purchasing  the  front  building  and  the  plaintiff  that  in 
the  rear,  and  then  the  defendant  closed  up  the  entrance  in  the  hallway 
between  the  premises  purchased  by  him  and  the  rear  building  adjoining: 

Mdd  (in  a  suit  by  plaintiff  for  relief),  that  the  case  is  not  one  entitling 
plaintiff  to  equitable  interference. 

In  Equityy  October^  1881. 

John  N,  Brycm^  Francis  M.  Scott  and  J9.  Noble  Bona/nj 
for  plaintiff. 

George  De  Forest  Lordj  for  defendant. 

Labbemobb^  J.  —  On  March  9,  1864,  Michael  Dillon  was 
seized  in  fee  simple  of  certain  real  estate  in  the  city  of  New 
York,  known  by  the  No.  29  Broadway  and  Nos.  2  and  4 
Morris  street.  There  were  then  on  these  premises  four  bnild- 
ings,  viz. :  One  on  Broadway,  abont  twenty-nine  feet  nine 
inches  and'  abont  fifty-eight  feet  on  Morris  street ;  another 
abutting  the  same  on  the  west  and  extending  westwardly  about 
fifty-eight  feet  eight  inches,  called  the  extension ;  and  two 
others  west  of  the  extension,  called  Nos.  2  and  4  Morris 
street,  being  each  twenty-five  feet  wide.  A  hallway  ran  from 
the  front  building  to  the  extension,  in  which  a  swinging  door 
was  hung. 

On  the  date  last  mentioned,  Dillon  and  wife  executed  two 
mortgages  upon  the  entire  premises,  for  the  sums  of  $40,000 
\  oL.  hXM        1 
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and  $10,000,  respectively,  which  were  in  November,  1868, 
assigned  to  the  Mntnal  Life  Insurance  Company  of  New 
York.  Prior  to  such  assignment,  and  on  March  9,  1864,  the 
prccnises  had  been  conveyed  to  Paul  N.  Spofford,  subject  to 
mid  mortgages,  who  thereupon  made  several  alterations  in 
the  interior  of  the  premises,  and  established  a  communication 
between  the  front  and  rear  buildings,  with  an  entrance  thereto 
from  Broadway. 

On  June  6,  1873,  in  consideration  of  $25,000  paid  by 
Bpofford,  the  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company  released  from 
the  lien  of  said  mortgages  the  front  premises  by  the  follow- 
ing description :  '^  All  that  part  of  the  said  mortgaged  prem- 
ises beginning  at  the  comer  formed  by  the  intersection  of  the 
westerly  line  of  Broadway  with  the  northerly  line  of  Morris 
street ;  running  thence  westerly,  along  the  northerly  line  of 
Morris  street,  about  fifty-eight  feet  to  an  angle  in  the  wall 
formed  by  the  division  wall  between  the  premises  now  being 
described  and  a  building  in  the  rear  forming  an  extension 
thereof;  thence  running  northwardly,  along  said  division 
waU,  thirty  feet,  more  or  less,  to  the  northerly  line  of  said 
mortgaged  premises  and  land  formerly  of  Garret  Yan  Home ; 
thence  running  eastwardly,  along  said  last  mentioned  land,  to 
the  westerly  line  of  Broadway ;  and  thence  southwardly  along 
the  same,  twenty-nine  feet  nine  inches  to  the  point  or  place 
of  beginning,"  as  shown  on  a  diagram  annexed,  and  being 
that  portion  of  the  said  mortgaged  premises  properly  known 
as  No.  29  Broadway ;  not,  however,  including  the  rear  build- 
ing or  extensiop  thereof. 

Spofford  then  mortgaged  the  premises  thus  released,  and 
substantially  by  the  same  description,  for  $50,000,  to  thg 
estate  of  Bichard  Adams.  This  mortgage  was  subsequently 
foreclosed  and  the  premises  therein  described  were  sold  to  the 
defendant.  The  Dillon  mortgages  were  also  foreclosed  and 
the  premises  covered  thereby,  except  the  portion  released, 
were  purchased  by  the  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company,  who 
thereafter  conveyed  the  same  to  the  plaintiff.    The  defend- 
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ant,  on  or  about  Febrnary  13,  1880,  closed  up  the  entrance  in 
the  hallway  between  the  premiseB  purchased  by  him  and  the 
rear  building  adjoining  the  same.  For  this  plaintiff  asks 
relief,  for  a  removal  of  the  obstructions  and  restoration  of 
the  entrance  in  dispute,  for  injunctive  process  and  damages. 

The  legal  questions  involved  in  this  case  have  been  the  sub- 
ject of  recent  examination  and  adjudication.  In  Outerhridge 
agt.  Phelfp%  (58  Hou).^  77),  an  elaborate  review  of  the  author- 
ities is  entered  into  and  a  conclusion  reached  adverse  to  the 
application  of  a  tenant  of  Spofford  for  relief  similar  to  that 
herein  sought.  The  only  apparent  distinction  between  that 
and  the  present  suit  id  found  in  the  fact  that  the  claim  of 
Outerbridge  was  based  on  a  grant  subsequent  to  that  of  Phelps. 
Decisions  of  courts  of  competent  and  co-ordinate  jurisdiction 
'  should  be  respected  and  followed,  unless  opposed  to  the  rulings 
of  an  appellate  tribunal. 

What  have  we  here,  then,  as  a  fresh  subject  of  litigation  % 
The  plaintiff  as  a  subsequent  purchaser  of  a  part  of  the 
premises  originally  mortgaged,  claiming  a  dominant  easement 
or  servitude  upon  that  portion  thereof  previously  conveyed 
to  the  defendant.  This  right  is  not  claimed  by  actual  pre- 
scription, but  by  implication  and  reservation.  To  this  point 
the  candor  and  ability  of  counsel  have  narrowed  the  contest. 
Adopting  this  view  we  are  relieved  of  the  question  as  to  the 
division  wall,  any  alleged  encroachment  upon  which  by  the 
defendant  is  not  within  the  grounds  of  equitable  interference. 

Tested  by  the  authorities  of  this  state,  the  plaintiff  cannot 
find  a  warrant  for  his  claim.  Bwrr  agt.  MHl%  (31  Wend.^ 
890)  is  fatal  to  the  doctrine  of  implied  reservation. 

Lampmami  agt.  MiJk%  (31  N.  Y.j  505)  was  an  extreme 
case,  iu  which  the  plaintiff's  land  would  have  become  value- 
less if  the  overflow  of  water  had  been  allowed.  This  fact 
must  not  be  overlooked  in  the  application  of  the  principles 
therein  enunciated,  which  have  not  been  extended  by  any 
subsequent  authority  {^ee  Butterworth  agt.  Crcmfordy  46  If. 
2^.,  349).  But  a}q>lying  the  rule  thus  laid  down  in  its  broadest 
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sense,  it  will  not  be  found  concluBiv^e  as  to  defendant's 
rights. 

Granted,  then,  that  where  the  owner  of  an  entire  tenement 
sells  a  portion  thereof,  the  purchaser  takes  the -same  with  all 
the  benefits  and  burdens  which  appear  at  the  time  of  the  sale 
to  belong  to  it  as  between  it  and  the  property  retained  by  the 
grantor ;  that  whatever  is  in  nse  for  the  poition  sold  as  an 
incident  or  appurtenance  passes  with  it  {Huttemeir  agt.  AlhrOj 
18  iT.  Y.y  48),  and  that  this  rule  is  declared  to  be  reciprocal 
as  between  grantor  and  grantee.  But  in  what  sense  can  the 
defendant  be  said  to  be  a  grantee  of  Spofford  ?  Surely  not 
by  operation  of  law  in  purchasing  the  premises  in  question 
on  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  given  by  him,  in  which  no 
reference  to  or  any  reservation  of  any  easement  is  made. 
Nor  can  the  theory  be  upheld  that  the  assignee  of  the  Dillon 
mortgages  had  any  other  or  greater  interest  in  the  premises 
covered  by  them  than  the  mortgagee  originally  had.  There 
was  no  reservation  in  the  release  of  the  portion  subsequently 
purchased  by  the  defendant,  and  unless  the  easement  claimed 
was  apparent  and  necessary,  it  did  not  pass  as  an  incident  or 
appurtenant. 

Notwithstanding  the  extensive  alterations  of  the  entire 
premises  made  by  SpoflEord  with  a  view  to  their  greater  con- 
venience and  profit,  no  grantee  of  his  is  chargeable  with 
notice  thereof  as  shown  by  thd  record.  Nor  did  this  action 
on  his  part  create  such  a  severance  of  the  premises  as  to  raise 
the  presumption  of  an  easement  as  against  this  defendant, 
who  does  not  claim  through  him.  For  this  reason  it  would 
appear,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  any  ancient  right,  that  the 
question  of  an  easement  apparent  and  necessary  is  unimport- 
ant. But  the  line  of  argument  on  this  point  is  inviting,  and 
claims  some  consideration  in  the  ultimate  disposition  of  the 
case. 

All  that  plaintiff  asks  is  a  continuous  right  of  way  or 
entrance,  through  the  main  hall  of  defendant's  premises,  to 
Broadway.    But  a  right  of  way  belongs  to  the  class  of  dis- 
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oontinnous  easements  {Parsons  agt.  Johnson,  68  iT.  J^.,  64 ; 
Fetters  agt.  Hvmphreys,  3  C.  E.  Oreen,  261 ;  Worthington 
agt.  Crimson,  6  e/t^r«.,  JT.  5.,  1053).  It  is  not  pretended  that 
the  plaintiff  has  or  can  have  no  entrance  to  his  premises 
except  in  the  manner  claimed,  nor  that  any  absolute  necessity 
supports  such  claim,  but  that  its  maintenance  is  necessary  for 
the  full  enjoyment  of  his  property  (Simmons  agt.  Clooncm, 
81  -y.  Fl,  557).  Unless  this  later  authority  is  entirely  mis- 
understood, it  is  but  a  reaffirmation  of  previous  adjudications 
upon  the  point  in  dispute. 

To  plaintiff's  demand  that,  with  a  right  of  entrance  from 
Broadway,  his  property  would  be  doubly  enhanced  in  rental 
value,  the  defendant  replies :  "  You  have  no  such  prescriptive 
right ;  I  have  been  neither  party  nor  privy  to  such  an  implied 
right ;  1  cannot  consent  that  my  property  shall  be  burdened 
forever  with  a  servitude  that  yields  me  no  benefit  and  fixes  a 
perpetual  incumbrance  upon  it." 

The  facts  disclosed  do  not  establish  a  case  for  equitable 
interference,  and  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  judgment  in 
his  favor. 


SUPKEME  OOUKT. 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York  ex  rel,  Chables 
BosEEEANS  agt.  Joseph  B.  Cabb,  secretary  of  state  of  the 
state  of  New  York. 

Office  and  officer —  Surrogate  of  New  York  dty  and  county  —  Term  of  offiee. 

By  the  Constitution  of  1846  (art.  6,  aec.  14),  the  office  of  county  Judge  for 
every  county  in  the  state,  except  the  city  and  county  of  New  York, 
was  created,  and  the  person  elected  thereto  was  to  hold  it  for  four 
years.  The  same  section  and  article  of  the  Constitution,  without  pre- 
scribing the  term  and  duration  of  the  office  of  surrogate,  provided: 
"  In  counties  having  a  population  exceeding  forty  thousand,  the  legis- 
lature may  provide  for  the  eldiction  of  a  separate  officer  to  perform  the 
duties  of  surrogate."  By  chapter  448  of  the  Laws  of  1847,  the  legisla- 
ture provided  for  the  election  of  surrogate  (also  a  recorder)  of  the  city 
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and  county  of  New  York.  The  first  election  of  such  officer  was  to 
take  place  in  November,  1848,  and  the  term  of  office  was  to  be  "  three 
years  from  the  first  day  of  January  next  after  said  election."  The  act 
also  provides  that  in  case  a  vacancy  occurred,  "  by  death,  resignation 
or  otherwise,  the  board  of  supervisors  of  said  city  and  county  are 
authorized  to  flU  such  vacancy  until  the  general  election  next  ensuing 
the  happening  of  such  vacancy,  when  an  election  shall  be  had  to  fill 
the  unexpired  term  of  the  officer  whose  term  had  become  so  vacant" 
By  chapter  292  of  the  Laws  of  1869,  it  was  provided,  that  "the  term 
of  office  of  the  persons  who  shall  hereafter  be  elected  to  the  office  of 
recorder,  city  Judge  and  surrogate,  respectively,  in  the  city  and  county 
of  New  York,  shall  be  six  years."  In  1869,  article  6  of  the  Constitu- 
tion was  then  changed  and  altered  in  many  particulars.  By  section  15 
of  that  article,  it  is  now  provided:  "The  existing  county  courts  are 
continued,  and  the  judges  thereof  in  office  at  the  adoption  of  this 
article,  shall  hold  their  offices  until  the  expiration  of  their  respective 
terms.  Their  successors  shall  be  chosen  by  the  electors  of  the  counties 
for  the  term  of  six  years.  *  *  *  The  county  judge  shall  also  be 
surrogate  of  his  county;  but  in  counties  having  a  population  exceeding 
forty  thousand,  the  legislature  may  provide  for  the  election  of  a  sepa- 
rate officer  to  be  surrogate,  whose  term  of  office  shall  be  the  same  as 
that  of  the  county  judge."  At  the  general  election  held  in  November, 
1876,  y.  8.  was  elected  surrogate  in  place  of  EL,  whose  term  of  office 
was  to  expire  on  the  81st  day  of  December,  1875.  Had  V.  8.  lived,  his 
term  of  office  would  have  expiied  January  1,  1882.  He  died  in  April, 
1876,  and  on  the  twelfth  of  the  same  month  C.  was  appointed  to  fill 
the  vacancy  by  the  board  of  aldermen  of  New  York,  acting  as  super- 
visors. At  the  general  election  held  in  November  following,  C.  was 
elected  surrogate  by  the  electors  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York: 

Heid,  1.  That  the  election  of  C.  to  the  office  of  surrogate  at  the  general 
election  in  November,  1876,  entitles  him  to  hold  the  office  for  the  fuU 
term  of  six  years  from  January  1,  1877. 

2.  That  the  act  of  1869  is  repugnant  to  and  inconsistent  with  the  act  of 
1847,  not  only  as  to  the  general  term  of  the  office,  but  also  to  so  much  of 
that  law  as  provides  that  the  election,  when  a  vacancy  has  occurred 
other  than  by  the  expiration  of  the  full  term,  shall  only  be  for  the 
unexpired  term,  and  consequently  repeals  that  of  1847  in  both  these 
particulars,  and  while  not  rendering  the  election  to  fill  the  office  unnec- 
essary, it  changes  the  effect  thereof,  so  as  to  confer  a  full  and  not  a 
broken  term. 

8.  That  the  act  of  1869  and  the  constitutional  enactment  (aH,  6, 9ec.  15), 
which  was  adopted  in  1869,  effectually  and  clearly  provide  that  an 
election  by  the  people  to  the  office  of  surrogate,  can  only  be  for  the 
tenn  of  six  years;  and  that  consequently  the  term  of  Mr.  C,  as  eurro- 
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gate  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  will  not  expire  until  Janu- 
ary 1, 1883,  and  that  the  secretary  of  state  was  right  in  omitting  to 
giTe  notice  of  any  election  to  fill  that  office  at  the  coming  November 
election. 
4.  That  the  constitutional  provisioDS,  as  amended  in  1809,  apply  to  the 
surrogate  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York. 

Special  Temiy  Octobery  1881. 

MonoK  to  compel  the  Becretary  of  state  to  include  the  sar- 
rogate  in  his  notice  of  officers  to  be  elected  at  the  coming 
general  election  in  the  city  and  county  of  New  York. 

James  Jf .  Lyddy^  for  motion. 

William  B.  Buggies^  deputy  attorney-general,  opposed. 

Webtbbook,  J.  —  The  order  to  show  cause  in  this  proceed- 
ing was  returnable  at  a  special  term,  to  be  held  in  the  third 
judicial  district,  at  Kingston,  on  the  29th  of  September, 
1881,  but  was,  by  consent,  heard  in  the  city  of  New  York 
on  that  day. 

In  regard  to  the  facts  there  is  no  dispute ;  and  upon  the 
argument  it  was  agreed  that  the  only  question  to  be  determ- 
ined was :  Is  there  a  surrogate  to  be  elected  in  and  for  the 
city  and  county  of  New  York  at  the  coming  general  election 
in  November  next  ?  The  very  limited  time  at  my  disposal 
necessitates  the  shortest  possible  discussion  of  the  legal  prob- 
lem submitted. 

At  the  general  election  held  in  November,  1875,  Stephen 
D.  Yan  Schaick  was  elected  surrogate  of  the  city  and  county 
of  New  York  in  place  of  Robert  0.  Hutchins,  whose  term  of 
office  was  to  expire  on  the  81st  day  of  December,  1875. 

Yan  Schaick  entered  upon  the  discharge  of  the  duties  of 
/the  office  on  January  1,  1876,  and  his  term,  had  he  lived, 
would  have  expired  January  1, 1882.  He  departed  this  life, 
however,  in  April,  1876,  and  after  his  death,  and  on  the  12th 
day  of  said  month  of  April,  Delano  0.  Calvin  was  appointed 
to  fill  the  vacancy  by  the  board  of  aldermen  of  New  York, 
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acting  as  supervisors.  At  the  general  election  held  in  Novem- 
ber following,  the  said  Calvin  was  elected  surrogate  by  the 
electors  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York.  The  point 
which  the  motion  presents  is:  Does  such  election  entitle 
Calvin  to  hold  the  office  for  the  unexpired  term  of  Stephen 
D.  Van  Schaick,  deceased,  or  for  the  full  term  of  six  years? 
If  the  election  gave  to  him  only  the  remainder  of  the  term 
of  Mr.  Yan  Schaick,  then,  under  the  stipulation  of  counsel 
in  open  coart,  the  order  asked  for  must  be  granted  ;  if,  how- 
ever, he  took  by  such  election  the  full  term  of  six  years,  the 
motion  must  be  denied. 

By  the  constitution  of  1846,  as  originally  adopted,  and  as  it 
existed  for  several  years,  the  office  of  county  judge  for  every 
county  in  the  state,  except  the  city  and  county  of  New  York, 
was  created,  and  the  person  elected  thereto  was  to  hold  it  for 
four  years  {Article  6,  section,  14).  The  same  section  and  arti- 
cle of  the  constitution,  without  prescribing  the  term  and  dura- 
tion of  the  office  of  surrogate,  provided :  "  In  counties  hav- 
ing a  population  exceeding  forty  thousand,  the  legislature  may 
provide  for  the  election  of  a  separate  officer  to  perform  the 
duties  of  surrogate."  And  by  section  12  of  article  14,  it  was 
provided :  "All  local  courts  established  in  any  city  or  village, 
including  the  superior  court,  common  pleas,  sessions  and  sur- 
rogate's courts  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  shall 
remain  until  otherwise  directed  by  the  legislature,  with  their 
present  powers  and  jurisdictions ;  and  the  judges  of  such 
courts,  and  any  clerks  thereof  in  office  on  the  first  day  of 
January,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-seven,  shall 
continue  in  office  until  the  expiration  of  their  terms  of  office, 
or  until  the  legislature  shall  otherwise  direct." 

By  chapter  488  of  the  Laws  of  1847,  the  legislature  pro- 
vided for  the  election  of  a  surrogate  (also  a  recorder)  of  the 
city  and  county  of  New  York.  The  first  election  of  such  offi- 
cer was  to  take  place  in  November,  1848,  and  the  term  of 
office  was  to  be  "  three  years  from  the  first  day  of  January 
next  after  said  election."    The  act  also  provides  that  in  case 
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a  vacancy  occurred,  "  by  death,  resignation  or  otherwise,  the 
board  of  snpervifiore  of  said  city  and  coiinty  are  authorized  to 
fill  such  vacancy  until  the  general  election  next  ensuing  the 
happening  of  such  vacancy,  when  an  election  shall  be  had  to 
fill  the  unexpired  term  of  the  officer  whose  term  had  become 
BO  vacant." 

In  1869  another  act  was  passed  {chapter  292  of  the  laws  of 
that  yeanr\  entitled  "An  act  to  fix  the  duration  of  the  term 
of  office  of  the  recorder,  city  judge  and  surrogate  in  the  city 
and  county  of  New  York,''  the  whole  of  which  was  contained 
in  one  short  section,  reading  as  follows :  "  The  term  of  office 
of  the  persons  who  shall  hereafter  be  elected  to  the  office  of 
recorder,  city  judge,  and  surrogate,  respectively,  in  the  city 
and  county  of  New  York,  shall  be  six  years." 

What  effect  did  this  latter  statute  (that  of  1869)  have  upon 
that  of  1847?  Unquestionably  to  repeal  and  change  such 
provisions  of  the  law  of  1847  as  were  necessarily  and  abso- 
lutely inconsistent  with  it.  There  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  exist- 
ence of  a  legal  rule  that  repeals  by  implication  are  not  favored 
in  the  law,  and  that,  if  consistently  with  the  plain  words  of 
the  latter  statute,  the  older  statute  can  stand,  it  shall  be  so 
adjudged.  Whilst,  however,  this  general  principle  is  con- 
ceded, it  is  also  true  that,  in  all  particulars  in  which  two 
statutes  are  repugnant,  the  former  and  the  older  must  give 
way  to  the  later.  No  authorities  are  cited  in  support  of  these 
propositions,  for  they  are  too  familiar  and  elementary  to  need 
any.  We  proceed,  then,  to  consider  in  what  respects  the  law 
of  1869  is  absolutely  inconsistent  with  and  repugnant  to  that 
of  18i7. 

That  the  general  and  usual  term  of  the  office  is  extended 
from  three  to  six  years  is  conceded,  but  it  is  contended  that 
this  is  not  the  case  when  a  vacancy  has  occurred  "by  death, 
resignation  or  otherwise,"  and  that  the  act  of  1869  should  be 
limited  in  its  effect  to  elections  held  to  fill  a  full  term.  The 
difficulty  with  this  construction  is  that  it  ignores  plain  words. 
Who,  according  to  the  law  of  1869,  are  to  hold  the  office  of 
Vol.  LXII  2 
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surrogate  for  six  years  ?  The  answer  is,  giving  it  in  the  very 
words  of  the  law:  ^'The  persons  who  shall  be  hereafter 
elected  to  the  office."  The  phraseology  will  be  observed. 
No  exception  is  made  to  the  general  and  sweeping  provision. 
It  reads :  ^'  The  term  of  office  of  the  persons,"  not  of  some, 
but  of  all,  and  therefore  of  each  and  every  one,  '^  who  shall 
be  hereafter  elected  to  the  office  of  recorder,  city  judge  and 
suiTOgate,  respectively,  in  the  city  and  county  of  New  York 
shall  be  six  years."  When  language  is  so  plain,  it  is  difficult 
to  elaborate,  and  the  attempt  will  not  be  made.  Manifestly, 
the  act  of  1869,  as  it  is  repugnant  to  and  inconsistent  with 
the  act  of  1847,  not  only  as  to  the  general  term  of  the  office, 
but  also  to  st>  much  of  that  law  as  provides  that  the  election, 
when  a  vacancy  has  occurred  other  than  by  the  expiration  of 
the  full  term,  shall  only  be  for  the  unexpired  term,  repeals 
that  of  1847  in  both  these  particulars,  and  while  not  render- 
ing the  election  to  fill  the  office  unnecessary,  it  changes  the 
effect  thereof,  so  as  to  confer  a  full  and  not  a  broken  term. 
This  result  necessarily  follows,  because,  as  before  stated,  all 
^'  persons  "  elected  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1869  must 
be  elected  for  six  years. 

Perhaps  a  word  or  two  should  be  added  in  answer  to  the 
argument,  that  because  the  act  of  1847  provided,  first,  for  an 
election  to  a  full  term ;  second,  for  the  temporary  filling  of  a 
vacancy,  and,  third,  for  an  election  to  fill  the  unexpired  part  of 
the  original  term ;  that,  therefore,  the  act  of  1869  should  be 
read  as  though  it  simply  amended  the  first  section  of  that  of 
1847  as  to  the  duration  of  the  entire  term.  The  difficulty 
with  this  argument  is,  that  the  law  of  1869  is  not  an  amend- 
atory statute,  which  must  be  read  as  a  part  of  the  original 
enactment,  but  is  one  entirely  independent  thereof,  and 
adopted  years  after  the  other  was  passed.  As  the  law  was 
at  the  time  of  its  adoption,  there  were,  it  is  true,  two  kinds 
of  an  election  to  fill  the  office,  one  for  a  full  term  and  another 
for  a  vacancy.  This  was  a  clear  evil  to  be  remedied,  for  it 
subjected  electors  and  candidates  alike  to  the  expense  of  more 
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frequent  eleetions  tnan  were  necessary.  The  act  of  1869, 
therefore,  distinctly  provided  that  the  term  of  office  of  all 
persons  thereafter  elected  to  the  office  of  surrogate  should  be 
six  years.  This  is  so  unequivocally  stated  that  it  seems  diffi- 
cult  to  argue.  The  election  ^'  to  the  office,"  to  use  the  words 
of  the  law,  gives  a  term  of  six  years ;  and  when  it  can  be 
shown  that  Mr.  Calvin  has  not  been  elected  (repeating  exact 
language)  "  to  the  office  of  *  *  surrogate,"  but  to  some- 
thing other  than  the  office  itself,  the  argument  in  favor  of  an 
election  for  an  unexpired  term  may  prevail.  Nether  Is  the 
title  of  the  act  of  1869  — "An  act  to  fix  the  duration  of  the 
term  of  office  of  the  recorder,  city  judge  and  surrogate  in  the 
city  and  county  of  New  York  " — antagonistic  to  the  construction 
just  given  to  the  law  itself.  The  title  is  as  general  as  are  the 
provisions  of  the  statute.  Reading  the  act  and  its  title  together, 
it  is  clear  that  its  intention  was,  in  all  cases  of  an  election  "  to  the 
office,"  to  confer  a  full  and  not  a  broken  term,  because,  as  there 
are  no  words  of  restriction  in  the  title  limiting  the  force  of  the 
language  employed  in  the  body  of  the  law,  full  effect  must 
be  given  to  its  words,  which  declare  "  the  term  of  office  of 
the  person  who  shall  be  hereafter  elected  to  the  office  of 
recorder,  city  judge,  and  surrogate  respectively,  in  the  city 
and  county  of  New  York  shall  be  six  years."  A  plain  and 
positive  dedaration  of  this  character  should  not  be  reasoned 
away  by  specious  suggestions  as  to  the  legislative  intent. 
Such  intent  is  to  be  sought  for  in  the  words  employed  and 
only  when  they  are  doubtful  is  such  reasoning  sound  {Potter^ s 
Dwaarris  on  Statutes,  182, 183).  If  an  election  '^  to  the  office 
of  *  *  *  surrogate,"  which  occurred  after  this  law 
took  effect,  is  held  to  confer  only  a  broken  term,  such  decision 
overrule  the  legislative  mandate,  which  declares  that  the 
term  of  office  of  the  person  thus  elected  "  shall  be  six  years." 
Upon  the  statutes  of  the  state,  then,  it  is  clear  that  Mr. 
Calvin  must  have  been  elected  to  the  office  of  surrogate  for 
the  term  of  six  years.  A  new  constitutional  provision,  how- 
ever, was  adopted  in  1869,  and  to  that  reference  will  now  be 
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made.  Article  six  of  the  constitution  was  then  changed  and 
altered  in  many  particulars,  and  among  such  alterations  will 
be  found  one  in  regard  to  county  judge  and  surrogate.  By 
section  fifteen  of  that  article  it  is  now  provided,  "  the  exist- 
ing county  courts  are  continued,  and  the  judges  thereof  in 
office  at  the  adoption  of  this  article  shall  hold  their  offices 
until  the  expiration  of  their  respective  terms.  Their  suc- 
cessors shall  be  chosen  by  the  electors  of  the  counties  for  the 
term  of  six  years.  *  *  *  The  county  judge  shall  also 
be  surrogate  of  his  county ;  but  in  counties  having  a  popu- 
lation exceeding  40,000,  the  legislature  may  provide  for  the 
election  of  a  separate  officer  to  be  surrogate,  whose  term  of 
office  shall  be  the  same  aa  that  of  the  county  judge." 

It  may  be  observed  of  /this  constitutional  provision,  ajs  was 
said  of  the  act  of  1869,  that  it  is  difficult  to  employ  language 
more  specific.  The  officer  called  a  surrogate,  "  in  counties 
having  a  population  exceeding  40,000,"  is,  as  the  old  judiciary 
article  in  the  constitution  of  1846  also  provided,  allowed  to  be 
elected  by  legislative  enactment ;  but  now  such  legislation  is 
expressly  limited  and  confined  to  a  law  providing  only  "  for 
the  election  of  a  separate  officer*to  be  surrogate,  whose  term 
of  office  shall  be  the  same  as  that  of  the  county  judge," 
which  is  six  years,  and  six  years  only.  With  this  plain  lan- 
guage for  our  guidance,  where  is  the  authority  to  elect  for  any 
term  less  than  this i  The  " successors"  (as  the  word  is  plural 
it  means  each  and  every  successor)  of  the  county  judges  in 
office,  when  the  amendment  of  1869  took  effect,  were  re- 
quired to  "  be  chosen  by  the  electors  of  the  counties  for  the 
term  of  six  years,"  and  the  legislature,  while  permitted  to 
pass  a  law  requiring  the  election  of  a  surrogate  in  counties 
having  a  population  exceeding  40,000,  could  only  enable  the 
electors  to  choose  one  "  whose  term  of  office  "  should  "  be  the 
same  as  that  of  the  county  judge."  Necessarily  and  plainly, 
then,  the  election  held  in  November,  1876,  filled  the  office  of 
surrogate  for  the  city  and  county  of  New  Tork  for  the  term 
of  six  years,  and  any  statute  allowing  or  permitting  an  elec- 
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tion  for  a  less  term,  if  not  repealed  and  changed  in  that 
particular  by  the  act  of  1869,  was  clearly  as  to  the  duration 
of  the  term  conferred  by  the  election  held  thereunder,  nulli- 
fied and  made  void  by  the  amendment  to  the  constitution. 

It  was,  however,  argued  that  the  constitutional  provisions 
just  referred  to  do  not  apply  td  the  surrogate  of  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York,  who  it  is  claimed  was  an  officer  older 
than  the  constitution  of  1846,  and  continued  by  section  12  of 
its  fourteenth  article  hereinbefore  given.  Certain  it  is,  that 
prior  to  the  constitution  of  1846,  not  only  the  city  and  county 
of  New  York  had  a  surrogate,  but  so  also  had  every  other 
county  in  the  state  (1  EdmimcCa  Statute^  88).  The  former 
wafl  retained  by  constitutional  enactment,  and  the  latter  were 
allowed  to  be  continued  in  counties,  the  population  of  which 
exceeded  40,000,  if  the  legislature  should  so  provide.  It  is 
further  conceded  that  under  the  original  constitution  of  1846, 
the  dnration  of  the  term  in  both  cases  vested  in  legislative 
discretion.  The  question,  however,  now  is,  when  the  new 
judiciary  article  (article  6)  was  adopted  in  1869,  did  such 
legislative  discretion,  as  to  the  duration  of  the  term,  termi- 
nate in  both  cases,  or  was  it  continued  as  to  the  one,  and 
repealed  a3  to  the  other  ?  It  will  be  readily  admitted  by 
every  reader  of  the  instrument,  that  as  to  certain  local 
courts  section  12  of  article  14  of  the  constitution  (which  is 
the  one  relied  upon  to  prove  that  the  term  of  a  surrogate  in 
New  York  is  subject  to  the  legislative  will)  is  interfered 
with.  Section  12  of  the  new  sixth  article  does  certainly 
make  new  and  explicit  provisions  as  to  the  "superior  court  of 
the  city  of  New  York,  the  court  of  common  pleas  of  the 
city  and  county  of  New  York,  the  superior  court  of  BufEalo 
and  the  city  court  of  Brooklyn."  Section  25  also  places 
the  term  of  all  incumbents  of  the  office  of  surrogate  at  the  time 
of  the  adoption  of  the  article  beyond  the  control  of  the  legisla- 
ture by  expressly  declaring  that "  surrogates,"  and  certain  other 
judicial  officers  therein  named,  "in  office  when  this  article 
shall  take  effect,  shall  hold  their  respective  offices  until  the 
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expiration  of  their  terms."  As  clearly,  in  these  particulars,  by 
necessary  implication,  section  12  of  article  14  is  changed,  is 
that  portion  of  section  16  of  article  6  (the  new  judiciary  arti- 
cle), which  it  is  conceded  abolishes  the  legislative  discretion 
as  to  the  duration  of  the  term  of  the  office  of  surrogate  in  all 
oounties,  except  the  city  and  county  of  Kew  York,  to  be  con- 
strued as  confined  to  them  only ;  or  is  it  to  receive  a  broader 
interpretation  as  fixing  all  over  the  state,  without  any  excep- 
tion whatever,  the  duration  of  the  term !  The  former  con- 
struction involves  the  thought  that  permanency  in  the  office 
for  a  stated  and  unalterable  term  was  sought  to  be  attained  in 
every  county  except  in  the  one  in  which  it  was  most  needed, 
and  the  farther  and  equally  absurd  one  that,  while  the  term 
of  the  incumbent  holding  the  office  at  the  time  of  the  adop- 
tion of  the  article  was  fixed  in  every  county,  and  the  term  of 
every  successor  of  every  incumbent  all  over  the  state,  except  in 
the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  was  definitely  fixed  at  six 
years,  that  of  the  successor  of  the  incumbent  in  that  locality 
was  unprovided  for.  If  New  York  city  and  county,  as  to  the 
duration  of  the  future  terms  of  its  surrogates,  were  to  be  left 
to  the  legislative  will,  why  was  it  not  excepted  from  the 
operation  of  the  clause  (section  25  of  article  6)  which  secured 
to  incumbents  in  office  their  positions  until  the  expiration 
of  their  respective  terms  ?  Why  was  the  holder  of  an  office, 
whose  term  was  probably  almost  expired  by  lapse  of  time,  made 
secure  in  his  place,  whilst  all  successors  would  continue  in  office 
only  during  the  legislative  will  ?  This  reasoning  necessarily 
forces  the  conclusion  that  the  framers  of  article  6  supposed 
that  they  had  by  its  fifteenth  section,  in  all  cases  given  a  dis- 
tinct and  clear  term  of  office  to  the  person  elected  surrogate, 
by  declaring  that  when  a  legislative  enactment  provided  for 
the  election  of  a  surrogate  "  his  term  of  office  shall  be  the 
same  as  that  of  the  county  judge,"  and,  therefore,  as  it  was 
necessary  also  to  declare  when  those  thereafter  elected  should 
take  office,  they  provided,  making  no  exception,  that  all  incum- 
bents of  the  office  at  ^he  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  article, 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS  U 


The  People  ex  rel.  Rosekians  agt.  Carr. 


should  hold  it  until  the  expiration  of  their  respective  terme. 
This  view  harmonizes  the  entire  instrument,  and  secures  that 
which  is  known  to  have  been  one  of  the  objects  of  the  arti- 
article,  permanence  and  security  in  judicial  positions. 

It  may  properly  be  added  that  there  is  nothing  in  section 
12  of  article  14  of  the  constitution  repugnant  to  the  view 
just  expressed.  The  local  courts  therein  mentioned  were  con- 
tinued, and  '^  the  judges  "  thereof  (of  whom  the  surrogate 
was  one)  and  their  "  clerks  "  "  in  office  on  the  1st  day  of  Jan- 
uary, 1847,"  were  continued."  in  office  until  the  expiration  of 
their  terms  of  office,  or  until  the  legislature  shall  otherwise 
direct."  The  amended  judiciary  article  of  1869,  after  the 
section  just  quoted,  had  fulfilled  its  object  as  to  the  judges 
then  in  office  and  their  successors  up  to  that  date,  continues 
the  legislative  power  to  provide  for  an  election,  but  declares 
and  defines  the  term,  thereby  removing  all  legislative  discre- 
tion as  to  the  duration  thereof,  and  places  all  surrogates 
in  the  state  upon  an  equality  as  to  their  continuance  in  office. 
It  is  true  that  New  York  has  no  officer  styled  a  county  judge, 
but  the  constitution,  when  it  declares  that  the  term  of  surro- 
gate shall  be  the  same  as  that  of  the  county  judge,  means, 
when  it  speaks  of  the  latter,  the  officer  of  that  title  created  by 
the  instrument)  and  not  one  who  must  reside  in  the  county 
in  which  there  is  a  surrogate  to  be  elected. 

Thus  far  no  comment  has  been  made  upon  section  16  of 
article  6  of  the  constitution,  under  which  it  is  claimed  an 
election  to  fill  a  vacancy,  as  the  act  of  1847  unamended  by 
subsequent  statutory  or  constitutional  enactments  requires^ 
might  be  upheld.  That  clause  simply  empowers  the  legisla- 
ture, on  the  application  of  the  board  of  supervisors,  "  to  pro- 
vide for  the  election  of  local  officers,  not  to  exceed  two  in  any 
county,  to  discharge  the  duties  of  county  judge  and  of  surro- 
gate, in  cases  of  their  inability  or  of  a  vacancy,  and  to  exer- 
cise  Buch  other  powers  in  special  casee  «  may  be  provided  by 
law."  It  clearly  has  no  reference  whatever  to  the  filling  of 
either  office,  if  the  same  is  vacant,  but  only,  as  it  plainly 
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declares,  to  the  election  of  "  local  oflScers,"  who  in  cases  of 
"inability"  or  "vacancy"  shall  "discharge  the  duties  of 
county  judge  and  of  surrogate."  The  power  of  the  legisla- 
ture to  provide  for  the  election  of  a  surrogate  by  the  electors 
of  a  county  remains  unimpaired,  and  consequently  the  act 
of  1847,  requiring  the  election  of  such  an  officer,  but  altered 
and  changed  by  the  act  of  1869  and  the  constitution  itself  as 
to  the  duration  of  the  term  when  such  election  is  had,  remains 
in  full  force  and  eflEect.  It  may  be  proper  in  this  connection 
to  observe  that  the  authority  given  by  the  act  of  1847  to  the 
board  of  supervisors  to  fill  the  office  of  smTOgate,  in  case  of 
a  vacancy,  until  the  next  general  election,  was  continued  by 
section  5  of  article  10  of  the  constitution,  which  authorizes 
the  legislature  "  to  provide  for  filling  vacancies  in  office." 

It  will  be  unnecessary  to  consider  the  act  of  1871  {chapter 
859),  because  its  provisions  manifestly  do  not  apply  either  to 
the  city  and  county  of  New  York  or  to  the  county  of  Kings, 
and  if  they  did,  they  could  not  abridge  the  term  of  the  office 
as  prescribed  and  fixed  by  the  constitution. 

In  reaching  the  conclusion  that  this  application  for  a  manr 
damns  must  be  denied,  I  have  not  deemed  it  necessary  to  for- 
tify clear  language  by  citing  adjudications  upon  words  of 
similar  import.  If  reference  is  made  to  The  People  agt. 
Oreen  (2  Wend.^  266,  272) ;  People  agt.  Coutant  (11  Wend.y 
182),  and  to  the  same  case  in  the  court  of  errors  (11  Wend.^ 
511),  it  will  be  found  that  my  reasoning  is  abundantly  sus- 
tained. It  seems  to  me,  however,  that  the  act  of  1869  and 
the  Qonstitutional  enactment  {article  6,  section  15),  are  their 
ovm  best  interpreters,  and  that  they  effectually  and  clearly 
provide  that  an  election  by  the  people  to  the  office  of  surro- 
gate can  only  be  for  the  term  of  six  years ;  and  that  conse- 
quently the  term  of  Mr.  Calvin  as  surrogate  of  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York  will  not  expire  until  January  1,  1883, 
and  that  the  secretary  of  state  was  right  in  omitting  to  give 
notice  of  any  election  to  fill  that  office  at  the  coming  Novem- 
ber election. 
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In  closing  this  opinion  a  word  should  be  added  npon  the 
case  of  {The  People  agt.  McKinney^  41  Barh.^  615),  npon 
which  the  connsel  for  the  relator  places  mnch  reliance.  If, 
however,  the  opinion  of  jndge  Baloom  be  carefully  read  in 
connection  with  chapter  179  of  the  Laws  of  1856,  which  act 
was  the  subject  of  controversy,  it  will  be  found  that  no  princi- 
ple in  conflict  with  anything  herein  contained  was  therein 
enunciated.  The  point  upon  which  the  present  opinion 
depends  is,  that  both  the  statutes  and  the  constitution  of  this 
state  give  a  six  years  term  to  any  person  elected  by  popular 
vote  to  the  of5ce  of  surrogate,  and  that  such  an  election  for  a 
shorter  period  is  now,  and  was  in  1876,  a  legal  impossibility. 
The  act  of  1866  {cJiap.  179),  however,  which  created  the  oflBce 
of  "  school  commissioner,''  the  title  to  which  in  the  county 
of  Chemung,  the  case  reported  in  41st  Barbour  was  designed 
to  settle,  did  not  ^declare  that  every  election  by  the  people 
fihould  give  a  full  term  of  three  years.  On  the  contrary  (eee 
section  7),  it  was  those  who  were  chosen  "  at  the  annual  gen- 
eral election,  held  in  the  year  one  thousand  eight  hundred 
and  fifty-seven,  and  every  three  years  thereafter,"  who  were 
to  "  hold  office  for  three  years,  and  imtil  their  successors  shall 
have  qualified  according  to  law,"  and  nowhere  in  the  law  was 
this  length  of  term  given  to  any  others.  The  court,  there- 
fore, very  properly  decided  that  an  individual  chosen,  not  at 
a  triennial  election,  but  under  one  held  by  virtue  of  section 
nine,  which  provided  that  in. case  of  a  vacancy  the  county 
jndge  should  appoint  "  a  successor  to  fill  such  vacancy,  till 
the  next  following  general  election,  when  a  successor  shall  be 
chosen  as  hereinbefore  provided,"  should  hold  the  office  only 
for  the  unexpired  term  of  his  predecessor.  This  conclusion 
was  inevitable  because  section  seven  required  an  election  to 
be  held  in  1857,  "  and  every  three  years  thereafter,"  to  fill 
the  office,  and  this  general  and  plain  provision  would  have 
been  defeated  if  the  election  held  under  the  ninth  section  was 
adjudged  to  confer  a  full  term.  The  court,  therefore  in  con- 
struing the  statute,  decided  that  section  seven  provided  for  an 
Vol.  LXn        8 
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election  giving  a  full  term,  and  section  nine  contained  the 
ficheme  for  filling  a  vacancy.  It  is  tme  that  the  latter  section, 
after  providing  for  an  appointment  by  the  county  jndge  "  of 
a  sncceseor  to  fill  such  vacancy  till  the  next  following  general 
election,"  declared  that  at  snch  general  election  a  successor 
should  "  be  chosen  by  the  electors,  as  hereinbefore  provided ;" 
but  such  provision  referred  only  to  the  mode  and  manner  of 
its  conduct,  and  not  to  the  effect  fiowing  from  it.  It  is  evi- 
dent, therefore,  that  the  act  of  1856  provided  for  two  kinds 
•of  election  by  popular  vote —  "  one  every  three  years,"  which 
gave  a  full  term,  and  another  to  fill  a  vacancy.  Ko  similar 
provision  exists,  or  can  now  be  made  by  the  legislature,  in 
regard  to  the  o£Sce  of  surrogate.  It  is  nowhere  declared, 
either  in  the  statutes  or  in  the  constitution  of  the  state,  that 
an  election  shall  be  held  every  sixth  year  to  fill  the  ofiioe,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  both  statute  and  constitution  affirm  that  every 
election  by  popular  vote  gives  a  full  term  of  six  years,  and 
nothing  less. 

The  formal  announcement  that  this  motion  must  be  denied, 
in  view  of  what  has  already  been  said,  seems  to  be  superflu- 
ous. It  is  made  to  say,  in  connection  therewith,  that  as  the 
question  presented  is  one  of  public  importance,  in  which  the 
relator  has  no  personal  interest,  and  which  should  be  judicially 
settled  for  the  benefit  of  all  persons  interested  in  the  admin- 
istration of  justice  in  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  such 
denial  is  without  costs. 
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SUPKEME  COURT, 

Ths  Pboflb  av  reL  Chablbs  Bobukkbahb  agt.  JoesPH  B. 

Oasb,  secretary  of  state. 

du/rrogaU  <f  Ifmo  Tark  county — li$  t$rm  af  office. 

A  vacancy  occarring  in  the  office  of  surrogate  of  the  county  of  New 
York  by  the  death  of  one  Y.  8.,  who  had  been  elected  at  the  general 
election  in  NoveBiber,  1876,  and  whose  term  of  office  wovld  have  expind 
January,  1880,  but  who  died  in  April,  1876,  and  on  the  twelfth  of  tbe 
same  month  C.  was  appointed  to  fill  the  vacancy  by  the  board  of  alder- 
men of  New  York,  acting  as  supervisors.  At  the  general  election  held 
in  November  following,  G.  was  elected  surrogate  by  the  deetors  of  the 
city  and  county  of  New  York : 

MM —  1.  That  the  election  of  0.  to  the  office  of  surrogate  at  the  general 
election  in  November,  1876,  only  entitles  him  to  hold  the  office  for  the 
unexpired  term  of  V.  B.,  which  will  terminate  with  the  year  1881. 

2.  That  the  act  of  1869  simply  enlarged  the  term  of  office  to  six  years, 
leaving  in  full  force  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  184/7,  for  filling 
vacancies  caused  by  death,  resignation  or  otherwise. 

8.  That  the  constitutional  provisions  as  amended  in  1869  do  not  apply  to 
the  surrogate  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York. 

4.  That  Mr.  C,  under  the  existing  provisions  of  the  constitution  and  the 
statutes  relating  to  the  office  of  surrogate,  is  only  entitled  to  hold  said 
office  for  the  unexpired  term  of  Y.  &,  which  will  terminate  with  ti^ 
year  1881  (Bffoormng  &  0.,  ante^  6). 

m 

General  Term,  Octobery  1881. 

Before  Davib,  P.  J. ;  Brady  and  DAinELs,  J.  J. 

Appeal  by  the  relator  from  decision  denying  motion  for  a 
peremptory  mandofivus  to  compel  the  secretary  of  state  to 
include  the  surrogate  in  his  notice  of  officers  to  be  elected  at 
the  coming  general  election  in  the  cily  and  coimly  of  Kew 
York. 

Joimes  M.  Lyddyy  for  appellant. 

Wm.  B.  RuggleSy  deputy  attorney-general,  for  respondent. 


20         NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

■ 
The  People  ex  rd.  Rosekrans  agt.  Oarr. 

Davis,  P.  J. — The  relator,  as  a  citizen  of  the  United  States 
and  of  the  state  of  New  York,  and  a  resident  and  elector  of 
the  city  and  connty  of  New  York,  moved,  at  special  term,  for 
a  mcmda/nhus  to  require  the  respondent,  who  is  the  secretary 
of  state  of  the  state  of  New  York,  to  include  in  the  election 
notice,  required  to  be  published  by  statute,  the  office  of  surro- 
gate of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  claiming  that  the 
office  of  the  present  incumbent  will  expire  with  the  year  1881, 
and  that  a  surrogate  is  to  be  elected  for  a  succeeding  term  of 
six  years.  The  question  presented  by  the  motion  is  whether 
the  present  incumbent,  nnder  the  eristing  provisions  of  the 
constitution  and  statutes  relating  to  that  office,  was  elected  for 
a  full  term  of  six  years,  or  to  fill  a  vacancy  caused  by  the 
death  of  Stephen  D.  Yan  Schaick,  who  was  elected  to  a  full 
term  of  six  years  at  the  general  election  of  1875,  and  entered 
upon  the  duties  of  his  office  on  the  1st  of  January,  1876,  and 
died  in  April  following. 

Upon  the  death  of  Mr.  Yan  Schaick,  Delano  C.  Calvin,  the 
present  incumbent,  was  appointed  by  the  board  of  aldermen 
of  the  city  of  New  York,  acting  as  supervisors,  under  the 
provisions  of  chapter  448  of  the  Laws  of  1847,  to  fill  the 
vacancy  caused  by  such  death  ''  until  the  general  election  next 
ensuing."  At  the  general  election  in  November,  1876,  Mr. 
Oalvin  was  elected  to  the  office,  as  appears  in  the  papers  pre- 
sented, ^^in  place  of  Delano  0.  Calvin,  appointed  in  the  place 
of  Stephen  D.  Yan  Schaick,  deceased."  The  relator  contends 
that  this  election  conferred  on  Mr.  Calvin  only  the  residue  of 
the  unexpired  term  of  Stephen  D.  Yan  Schaick,  which  will 
terminate  with  the  year  1881.  The  respondent  insists  that  it 
conferred  on  Mr.  Calvin  a  full  term  of  six  years,  which  will 
expire  with  the  year  1882.  So  far  as  the  question  is  controlled 
by  statutes,  it  depends  upon  the  provisions  of  chapter  448  of 
the  Laws  of  1847,  and  chapter  292  of  the  Laws  of  1869. 
Chapter  448  of  the  Laws  of  1847  provides  as  follows  : 

^^  Seotion  1.  There  shall  be  elected  at  the  general  annual 
election  in  and  for  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  held  in 
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the  montli  of  Noyember,  in  the  same  manner  that  the  other 
city  and  connty  ofGicers  are  elected,  a  re<^rder  and  surrogate 
for  said  city  and  connty,  who  shall  hold  their  respective  offices 
for  the  term  of  three  years  from  the  first  day  of  January  next 
after  said  election. 

''  Sbotion  3.  In  case  a  vacancy  shall  occur  in  either  of  said 
offices,  by  death,  resignation  or  otherwise,  the  board  of  super- 
Tisors  of  said  city  and  county  are  authorized  to  fill  such 
vacancy  until  the  general  election  next  ensuing  the  happening 
of  such  vacancy,  when  an  election  shall  be  had  to  fill  the 
unexpired  term  of  the  officer  whose  term  had  so  become 
vacant." 

These  sections  clearly  provided  for  several  distinct  things : 
First,  the  electing  of  a  surrogate  and  the  fixing  of  his  term  of 
office ;  second,  the  filling  of  a  vacancy  caused  by  death,  resig- 
nation or  otherwise,  by  an  appointment  to  be  made  by  the 
board  of  supervisors  ^'  until  the  general  election  next  ensuing 
the  happening  of  such  vacancy,"  and  then  by  an  election  for 
"  the  unexpired  term  of  the  officer  whose  term  had  so  become 
vacant"  The  provision  which  fixes  the  term  of  the  office, 
and  those  providing  for  filling  a  vacancy  occurring  during  a 
term,  are  so  clearly  distinct  and  independent  that  a  repeal  or 
modification  of  either  has  no  necessary  effect  upon  the  other ; 
and  especially  would  this  be  the  case  where  the  supposed 
repealing  act  left  the  system  of  the  statute  untouched  in  most 
of  its  general  features,  and  directed  itself  to  a  single  one  of 
them.  The  act  of  1869  {chap.  292,  Zmo«  of  1869)  contains 
but  one  section.  The  title  is,  '^An  act  to  fix  the  duration  of 
the  term  of  office  of  the  recorder,  city  judge  and  surrogate  in 
the  city  and  county  of  New  York." 

This  is  one,  and  but  one  feature  of  the  system  created 
by  the  statute  of  1847,  for  filling  the  office  of  surrogate. 
The  duration  of  the  term  of  office  is  fixed  by  that  statute 
at  three  years.  In  1869  the  legislature,  having  in  view 
that  term,  and  intending,  as  declared  by  the  title  of  the  act, 
to  ^^  fix  "  it  at  a  different  and  longer  term,  enacted  that  ^^  the 
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term  of  offioe  of  the  peisons  who  ehall  hereafter  be  eleoted 
to  the  offioe  of  recorder,  city  jadge  and  surrogate  respectively, 
in  the  city  and  coanty  of  New  York,  ehall  be  six  years." 
There  is  in  this  brief  enactment  no  sprees  repeJ  of  any  poiv 
tion  of  the  statute  of  1847.  It  therefore  repeals  by  implica- 
tion only  so  mnch  of  the  provisions  of  that  statate  as  are 
necessarily  and  absolutely  inconsistent  with  it ;  and  it  falls 
within  the  rule  that  ^'  repeals  by  implication  are  not  favored 
in  the  law,  and  that  if,  consistently  with  the  plain  words  of 
the  later  statute,  the  older  statute  can  stand,  it  shall  be  so 
adjudged." 

Aided  by  the  index  given  by  the  title  of  the  act,  we  have 
no  difficulty  in  discerning  that  its  sole  object  was  "  to  fix  the 
duration  of  the  term  of  office,"  and  then  collating  its  single 
section  with  the  first  section  of  the  former  statute,  we  at  once 
see  that  the  only  change  made  is  in  that  part  of  the  section 
which  fixes  such  term.  The  former  statutes  does  it  in  these 
words :  ^^  Who  shall  hold  their  respective  offices  for  the  term 
of  three  years  from  the  first  day  of  January  next  after  such 
election."  The  later  statute  does  it  by  these  words :  "  The 
term  of  office  of  the  persons  who  shall  be  hereafter  elected 
*  *  *  shall  be  six  years."  It  seems  to  us  perfectly 
{^parent  that  this  provision  was  not  intended  to  repeal  or 
abrogate  any  portion  of  the  provisions  relating  to  the  filling 
of  accidental  vacancies.  The  periods  for  which  that  class  of 
vacancies  is  to  be  filled  are  not  regarded  by  either  act  as 
^'  terms  of  the  office."  They  are  provided  for  as  something 
di£Eerent  in  their  nature  and  requiring  independent  legislar 
tion,  attention  and  regulation ;  and  the  best  argument  that 
can  be  made  against  the  contention  that  they  are  repealed  or 
changed  is  that  the  legislature,  in  fixing  the  term  of  the  office 
of  surrogate  by  the  act  of  1869,  left  them  entirely  alone. 

This  view  is  greatly  strengthened  by  observing  what  provi- 
sions of  the  act  of  1847  remain  unquestionably  intact.  In 
the  first  section  the  portion  that  provides  for  the  election  of  a 
surrogate,  and  prescribes  the  time  and  manner  of  such  eleo- 
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tion,  are  left  in  full  force,  and  the  portion  whioh  dedaree  that 
the  term  flhall  oommenoe  from  the  first  day  of  January  next 
after  said  election  tvbs  nndonbtedlj  intended  to  be  preoenred. 
But  no  anch  proyiaion  ia  contained  in  the  act  of  1869.  That 
act  simply  declares  that  the  term  of  ofSoe  of  persons  who  shall 
hereafter  be  elected  «  *  *  ghall  be  six  years.  Six  years 
from  when  t  To  answer  that  question  we  must  resort  to  the  first 
section  of  the  act  of  1847,  and  by  force  of  the  latter  enactment, 
in  place  of  the  words  '^  who  shall  hold  their  ofBces  for  three 
years,"  read  ^^  the  terms  of  ofSce  of  persons  hereafter  elected 
shall  be  six  years  from  the  first  day  of  January  next  after 
such  election,"  and  we  have  the  manifest  purpose  of  the 
legislature.  It  is  not  easy  to  see  what  intention  of  the  act  of 
1869  is  not  fuUy  answered  by  this  view.  If  we  look  at  the 
third  section  of  the  act  of  1847,  it  appears  clearly  that  the  part 
relating  to  filling  vacancies  by  the  board  of  supervisors  cannot 
be  affected.  They  ^^are  authorised  to  fill  such  vacancy  until 
the  general  election  next  ensuing  the  happening  of  su(^h 
vacan<7."  It  was  under  this  provision  that  Mr.  Calvin  was 
appointed,  and  he  held  the  office  under  it  until  the  next  gen- 
eral election.  As  soon  as  that  election  was  completed  by  the 
final  canvass  and  announcement  of  hia  election  by  the  board 
of  county  canvassers,  his  appointment  by  the  supervisors 
ceased,  and  he  held  by  virtue  of  his  election.  He  could  not 
hold  by  his  appointment  until  the  first  day  of  January  next 
ensuing,  for  the  statute  declares  otherwise.  If  he  took  by 
that  election  a  term  of  six  years,  under  the  act  of  1869,  there 
must  either  have  been  an  absolute  interregnum  in  the  office 
from  the  time  of  the  completed  election  until  the  first  of 
January  following,  or  his  term  of  six  years  commenced  at  the 
time  his  election  was  consummated  by  the  final  canvass  and 
certificate.  In  the  latter  case,  his  term  will  expire  and 
another  vacancy  will  ensue  of  a  month  or  more  in  1882. 
Surely  the  legislature  had  no  such  thing  in  contemplation,  nor 
had  the  people  of  this  city  when  they  voted  for  him  to  suc- 
ceed to  the  unexpired  term  of  Mr.  Yan  Schaick,  deceased. 
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Bat  we  avoid  all  possible  confusion  in  construing  these 
statutes  when  we  regard  that  of  1869  as  simply  enlarging  the 
term  of  the  office  to  six  years,  leaving  in  full  vigor  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  1847  for  filling  vacancies  caused  by 
death,  resignation  or  otherwise.  Great  stress  is  laid  by  the 
court  below  upon  the  words  "  the  term  of  office  of  the  per- 
sons who  shall  be  hereafter  elected  to  the  office  of  *  *  * 
surrogate  shall  be  six  years,"  arguing  that  these  words  indicate 
an  intention  to  cover  every  election  of  a  person  to  perform 
the  duties  of  the  office,  whether  for  a  full  term  or  an  acciden- 
tal vacancy.  But  so  did  the  first  section  of  the  act  declare 
with  equal  emphasis  that  persons  elected  under  its  provisions 
^^  shall  hold  their  offices  for  the  term  of  three  years  from  the 
first  day  of  January  next  after  such  election ; "  yet  no  one 
thought  of  claiming  that  if  the  election  of  the  surrogate  was 
made  after  the  death  of  an  incumbent  there  was  any  incon- 
sistency between  the  declaration  of  the  first  section  that  a 
person  elected  surrogate  shall  hold  for  three  years,  and  the 
provision  that  one  elected  to  an  unexpired  term  when  a 
vacancy  occurs  by  death  shall  only  fill  out  the  term  of  his 
predecessor. 

The  fallacy  of  the  argument  grows  out  of  the  failure  to 
observe  that  the  statutes  recognize  a  clear  distinction  betweea 
an  election  ^'  to  the  office  "  of  surrogate  and  an  election  to  fill 
a  vacancy  that  has  occurred  by  death  in  the  office.  When  this 
distinction  is  borne  in  mind,  all  conflict  between  the  statutes 
disappears,  and  no  hiatus  in  the  office  can  exist  and  no  diffi- 
culty arise  as  to  the  period  for  which  any  incumbent  is  chosen. 

But  it  is  contended  that  certain  provisions  of  the  constitu- 
tion affect  the  question.  We  are  not  able  to  preceive  any 
soundness  in  this  position.  There  is  no  provision  of  the  con- 
stitution which  provides  for  filling  vacancies  "  by  death "  in 
the  office  of  surrogate  of  this  city  and  county.  It  may  be 
laid  down  as  an  indisputable  proposition,  that  where  the  con- 
stitution creates  or  recognizes  an  office  and  prescribes  its  term, 
but  fails  to  provide  expressly,  or  by  necessary  implication, 
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what  period  and  in  what  manner  yacanciee  occurring  (except 
by  lapse  of  terms)  shall  be  filled,  snch  vacancies  are  the  sab- 
ject  of  legislation,  and  may  be  provided  for  and  regulated  by 
statute.  There  is  no  incongruity  between  such  legislation  and 
the  constitution.  The  provisions  of  the  constitution  referred 
to  by  the  court  below  and  relied  upon  by  counsel,  have,  in  our 
opinion,  no  application  to  the  case  before  us.  By  section  15 
of  the  present  judiciary  article  {article  6  of  the  constitiUion), 
it  is  provided  that  "  the  existing  county  courts  are  continued, 
and  the  judges  thereof  in  office  at  the  adoption  of  this  article 
shall  hold  their  offices  until  the  expiration  of  their  respective 
terms.  Their  successors  shall  be  chosen  by  the  electors  of  the 
counties  for  the  term  of  six  years.  The  county  judge  shall 
also  be  surrogate  of  his  county;  but  in  counties  having  a 
population  exceeding  forty  thousand,  the  legislature  may  pro- 
vide for  the  election  of  a  separate  officer  to  be  surrogate,  whose 
term  of  office  shall  be  the  same  as  that  of  the  county  judge." 
It  is  under  this  provision,  of  course,  that  all  the  counties 
which  have  county  courts  are  provided  also  with  surrogates. 
In  all  of  them  the  county  judge  is,  by  the  constitution,  made 
surrogate ;  and  there  is  and  can  be  no  other  surrogate  unless 
the  legislature  choose  to  provide  for  the  election  of  a  ^^  sepa- 
rate officer  to  be  surrogate ; "  and  in  cases  where  that  is  done, 
the  term  of  office  of  such  officer  is  the  same  as  that  of  the 
county  judge  whom  he  supersedes  in  the  duties  of  the  office. 
But  the  city  of  New  York  never  had  a  county  court  or  a 
county  judge  within  the  meaning  of  the  fifteenth  section. 
Nor  has  a  "separate  officer"  ever  been  provided  for  and 
elected  to  be  surrogate  under  its  provisions.  The  office  of 
surrogate  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York  existed  long 
prior  to  the  present  constitution  by  operation  of  laws  not 
complicated  in  any  wise  with  the  system  of  county  courts  and 
county  judges  as  recognized  or  created  by  the  constitution  for 
other  counties  of  the  state.  The  surrogate  of  the  city  is  not 
elected  to  perform  duties  which  otherwise  devolve  on  a  county 
judge  because  the  population  exceeds  40,000.  The  constitu- 
Vol.  TxXII        4 
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tion  did  not  abrogate  the  office  nor  interfere  with  the  laws 
winch  created  it,  but  by  eection  12  of  article  14  provided  that 
the  "  surrogate's  courts  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York 
shall  remain,  until  otherwise  directed  by  the  legislature,  with 
their  present  powers  and  jurisdictions,"  and  the  judge  of  such 
court  and  any  derk  thereof  in  office  on  the  1st  day  of  Janu- 
ary, 1847,  continue  in  office  until  the  expiration  of  their  terms 
of  office  or  until  the  legislature  should  otherwise  direct. 

We  have  seen  by  the  act  of  1847,  already  so  often  referred 
to,  what  the  legislature  did  provide  for  shortly  after  the 
amended  constitution  of  1846  was  adopted.  There  is,  there- 
fore, no  force  whatever  in  the  suggestion  that  because  county 
judges  and  ^^  separate  officers "  under  section  15  of  article  6 
have  a  term  of  office  fixed  by  that  provision,  the  office  of  sur- 
rogate in  Kew  York  is  regulated  by  it  We  are,  therefore,  of 
the  opinion  that  the  present  surrogate  of  the '  city  wag 
legally  elected  to  fill  the  vacancy  caused  by  the  death  of  Mr. 
Yan  Schaick,  as  it  appears  was  intended  by  the  voters,  and 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  respondent  to  have  given  notice  of 
an  election  of  a  successor  to  that  office. 

The  motion  should  have  been  granted,  and  the  order  of  the 
court  below  is,  therefore,  reversed  and  an  order  entered  direct- 
ing the  issuing  of  such  writ. 

No  costs  are  awarded  to  either  party. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Horace  E.  TmncBSBy  &c.y  as  assigneey  cfec^  ngt.  Robbbt  B. 

MtNTtrsH  and  another. 

Mortgage  vpm^  a  bwOdimg,  "moMnery  and  eftct§**^wM  it  indudei-^ 

W&rda,  ^' ^fusdem  ffeneris." 

Where  a  mortgage  was  made  of  certain  real  property  used  for  a  sugar 
refinery,  "and  aleo  all  the  machinery  and  efFects  in  the  eaid  sugar 
refinery,"  and  was  recoided  as  a  chattel  mortgage: 

EM,  that  the  mortgage  cohered  the  sugar  upon  the  premises. 

SpedoL  Term^  Aitgtiaty  1881. 

Nd90n  Smithy  for  plaintiff. 

2>.  &  Walden^  for  defendant  North  Riyer  Bank. 

Joseph  H,  ChoaUy  for  defendant  Mintum. 

Yan  Yobst,  J,  —  There  is  in  fact  only  one  question  in  tliis 
case,  and  that  is  whether  the  mortgage  from  Harms  and  wife 
to  Mintnm  covered  the  "  sugar  "  upon  the  premises. 

The  mortgage  is  in  the  form  used  to  affect  real  property, 
bnt  the  description  of  the  land  mortgaged  is  followed  by  the 
words,  ^^  and  also  all  the  machinery  and  effects  in  the  said 
BOgar  refinery."  The  instrnment  was  filed  as  a  chattel  mort- 
gage in  Kings  county  register's  office. 

The  parties  to  the  action  who  contest  the  right  of  the 
defendant  Mintum  to  the  sugar  and  its  proceeds,  under  his 
mortgage,  insist  that  the  description  of  the  property  mort- 
gaged does  not  include  the  sugar  in  the  refinery.  The  word 
^^  effects^"  in  its  primary  and  accustomed  sense,  certainly  would 
cover  the  sugar.  Had  the  description  been  simply  '^  and  also 
all  the  effects  in  the  refinery,"  I  suppose  there  would  have 
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been  no  qaeBtion  bnt  what  it  would  have  inclnded  both  the 
sugar  and  machinery. 

The  primary  meaning  of  the  word  "  effects"  is  songht  to 
be  cut  down  on  account  of  its  connection  with  the  preceding 
word  "  machinery,"  under  a  rule  of  frequent  application  in 
construction,  where  general  words  follow  a  particular  one,  and 
where  they  have  been  held  to  be  "  efttsdem  generia.^^  The 
counsel  for  the  parties  who  contest  Mintum's  right  have  cited 
numerous  cases  in  which  the  construction  of  clauses  in  wills 
and  contracts  was  involved ;  but  the  present  case  I  do  not 
think  is  logically  within  them  {licmlmg  agt.  JenningSy  13 
"FJw.,  39 ;  Hothjo/m.  agt.  SuMon^  15  FJw.,  319 ;  Yam,  Hagen 
1^.  Vam,  Mensaleaer^  18  John,^  428,  wnd  oikerB  were  ao  cited). 

The  creditor  Mintum  was  endeavoring  to  secure  a  large 
debt,  and  he  took  from  hiff  debtor^ who  was  so  much 
embarrassed  that  he,  within  a  few  days  thereafter,  made  a 
general  assignment  —  a  mortgage.  He  had  only  the  sugar 
refinery,  already  heavily  incumbered,  with  its  contents,  with 
which  to  secure  the  creditor.  He  gave  an  instrument  which 
by  its  terms  created  a  lien  upon  the  refinery,  the  machinery 
and  "  effects  "  therein,  in  favor  of  the  creditor. 

I  see  no  reason  why  the  creditor  should  be  deprived  of  his 
security  to  its  fuU  extent,  and  the  court  should  not  be  astute 
in  searching  out  technical  grounds  by  which  the  rights  of  the 
vigilant  creditor  should  be  pared  away.  It  appears  to  me 
that  the  intention  was  that  the  sugar  should  be  included.  I 
can  discover  nothing  to  the  contrary  in  the  words  or  acts  of 
the  parties  or  in  the  circumstances.  In  the  structure  of  the 
sentence  there  is  evidently  an  ellipsis  of  frequefnt  occurrence. 

By  inserting  the  two  words  "  all  the "  before  the  word 
"effects,"  as  they  occur  before  the  word  "machinery,"  and 
the  doubt,  if  any,  is  removed,  and  the  intentions  of  the  par- 
ties effectuated  clearly. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel,  however,  urges  that  the  mortgage 
was  fraudulent  because  it  was  not  followed  by  an  immediat.e 
change  of  possession,  and  for  the  reason  that  the  mortgagor 
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was  allowed  to  sell  some  of  the  sugar.  This  conteDtion  of 
course  concedes  that  the  ^'  sugar  "  was  included  in  the  mort- 
gage. No  fraud  is,  however,  set  up  in  the  complaint.  The 
mortgage  was  duly  filed.  But  waiving  such  omission  iu  the 
pleading,  I  discover  no  fraud  in  the  case,  and  I  fail  to  find 
any  reason  in  law  or  equity  which  would  deprive  the  defend- 
ant Mintum  of  his  claim  to  the  sugar  and  its  proceeds.  The 
attachment  of  the  North  Biver  Bank  was  levied  after  the 
filing  of  Mintum's  mortgage,  and  the  general  assignment  was 
subsequent  to  both  mortgage  and  attachment. 

Judgment  is  ordered  awarding  the  money,  the  proceeds  of 
the  sugar,  to  the  defendant  Mintum.  But  a3  this  action  was 
commenced  with  the  consent  of  all  the  parties,  to  determine 
their  respective  rights,  the  costs  of  all  the  parties  should  be 
paid  out  of  the  fund. 
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County  of  Erie. 

When  and  how  eoDcepUom  taken  upon  a  jury  trial  may  he  hea^rd  in  the  first 
instance  ai  general  term — Final  judgment  not  stayed  by  motion  for  a  new 
trial— A  formal  order  must  be  erUered—  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  eee- 
Hone  100&-1005. 

An  order  sending  the  exceptions  to  the  general  term  to  be  heard  in  the 
first  instance  does  not  suspend  the  entry  of  judgment,  unless  the  order 
as  entered  also  provides  for  the  suspension  of  judgment  upon  the 
verdict. 

The  motion  to  be  made  in  the  general  term  is  for  a  new  trial  on  the  excep- 
tions, and  all  that  court  has  power  to  do  is  to  grant  or  refuse  the  motion. 

Erie  CoiurUy  t^pecial  Temij  Aitgusty  1881. 

MonoK  to  vacate  the  judgment  entered  February  19, 1881, 
and  the  execution  issued  thereon  July  22,  1861,  and  for  such 
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other  relief  as  might  be  proper,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
said  jndgment  was  irregularly  and  improperly  entered,  among 
other  things  in  this  —  that  the  order  of  the  eonrt  made 
December  1 7, 1880,  on  the  conclusion  of  the  trial  at  the  cir- 
cuit, stayed  all  proceedings  upon  the  verdict,  until  this 
decision  of  the  general  ta*m  upon  the  exceptions  taken  by 
the  defendant,  claiming  that  the  simple  direction  sending 
exceptions  to  the  general  term  in  first  instances,  operated 
under  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  {eeo.  1000),  as  under  the 
old  Code  {sec.  266),  to  stay  all  proceedings  upon  the  verdict 
until  the  decision  of  the  general  term  upon  the  exceptions. 

The  trial  was  concluded  December  17,  1880,  before  justice 
Babkeb  and  a  jury.  The  following  is  an  extract  from  sten- 
ographer's minutes. 

The  court  said  to  the  jury :  "  You  are  directed  by  the  court 
to  render  a  verdict  of  $1,360.20  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  I 
think  those  exceptions  ought  to  be  heard  at  general  term  in 
first  instance. 

"Mr.  Moot  (defendant's  attorney)  —  Tour  honor  will  note 
an  exception  to  your  ruling,  and  your  honor  will  give  us  sixty 
days  stay  of  proceedings." 

The  entry  in  clerk's  minutes  was  as  follows : 

"  Defendant  allowed  sixty  days  to  make  and  serve  case  and 
exceptions,  with  stay  of  proceedings  in  the  meantime,  and 
ordered  that  exceptions  be  heard  at  general  term  in  first 
instance." 

February  17,  1881,  in  defaidt  of  defendant's  so  doing, 
plaintiff  entered  a  formal  order,  dated  December  17,  1880, 
which  read  as  follows : 

"On  motion  of  defendant's  attorneys,  said  defendant  is 
hereby  allowed  sixty  days  from  date  of  this  order  within 
which  to  make  and  serve  case  and  exceptions,  with  a  stay  of 
proceedings  in  the  meantime,  until  the  expiration  of  said 
sixty  days. 

"And  it  is  hereby  ordered  that  the  exceptions  be  heard  at 
general  term  in  the  first  instance." 
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February  19,  1881,  plaintiff  entered  judgment  upon  her 
verdict.  The  exceptions  were  argued  at  the  general  term  in 
Jnne  1881,  and  decision  thereon  reserved. 

Plaintifi  issued  execution  upon  her  judgment  July  22, 1881, 
and  a  levy  was  miade  thereunder. 

Notice  of  this  motion  was  served  July  24,  1881,  and  the 
same  was  heard  upon  affidavits. 

Addbert  Moot,  for  motion. 

John  dmypbeU  RiMetl^  for  plaintiff,  opposed,  argued  that 
under  the  old  Code,  when  the  exceptions  and  motion  for  new 
trial  thereon  were  sent  to  the  general  term,  it  was  provided 
that  the  '^  exceptions  must  be  there  heard  in  the  first  instance, 
and  judgment  there  given  "  (<S!^.  265,  old  Code).  And  this  dis- 
position of  the  exceptions,  of  course,  effected  a  suspension  of 
judgment  and  a  stay  (judgment  could  only  be  granted  under  such 
statute  by  the  general  term),  regardless  of  whatever  loss  and 
suffering  it  might  entail  upon  the  successful  party,  for  the 
justice  had  no  discretion,  but  a  stay  was  thereby  arbitrarily 
had.  The  provisions  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  (sees. 
1000  cmd  1005)  have  effected  a  much  needed  and  most 
salutary  change  in  the  old  practice,  vesting  in  the  trial  justice 
an  extended  discretion  in  the  sending  of  exceptions  to  gen- 
eral term,  &c.,  not  requiring  that  the  judgment  should  be 
there  given,  but  authorizing  the  entry  of  judgment  upon  the 
verdict,  unless  the  trial  judge  directs  that  judgment  upon  the 
verdict  be  suspended  until  the  decision  of  the  general  term 
granting  or  refusing  a  new  trial  (the  order  herein  does  not 
contain  any  such  provision),  when,  in  case  such  motion  be 
denied,  judgment  may  be  entered  then  upon  the  verdict,  if  it 
had  been  suspended.  And  section  1000  {id.)  also  required  the 
entry  of  a  formal  order  embodying  the  direction  of  the  court 
{Sec.  1000,  id).  Anj  claim  that  sending  exceptions  to  general 
term  in  first  instance,  for  motion  for  a  new  trial  thereon, 
effects  a  stay  ef  proceedings  ipeo  factOy  is  effectually  disposed 
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of  by  the  further  recent  provisions  of  the  new  Code  {Sec. 
1005,  Code  of  Cvcil  Procedv/re).  "  The  entry  of  final  judg- 
ment, and  the  subsequent  proceedings  to  collect  or  enforce  it, 
are  not  stayed  by  an  exception  or  *  *  *  motion  for  a 
new  trial,  unless  an  order  for  such  a  stay  is  procured  and 
served  "  (no  exception  is  made  on  behalf  of  motion  for  new 
trial  on  exceptions  at  general  term).  "And  the  entry,  collec- 
tion, &c.,  of  a  judgment  does  not  prejudice  a  motion  for  a 
new  trial.  When  a  new  trial  is  granted,  the  court  may  direct 
and  enforce  restitution  as  when  a  judgment  is  reversed  upon 
appeal."  All  of  which  goes  to  show  that  there  cannot  be  a 
stay  or  suspension  of  judgment  unless  so  ordered.  Independ- 
ent of  the  sending  exceptions  to  general  term  for  motion  for 
new  trial  thereon,  this  section  in  effect  says  that  that  does  not  of 
itself  suspend  judgment,  &c.  It  is  not  stayed  thereby,  "unless 
an  order  for  such  a  stay  is  procured  and  served  "  {Sec.  1005,  id). 
It  also  so  indieates  by  providing  for  restitution,  after  collec- 
tion of  judgment,  in  case  a  new  trial  should  be  granted.  It 
seems  as  if  it  were  intended  to  temper  justice  and  favor  to 
the  defeated  party,  with  mercy,  justice  and  security  to  the 
victor,  by  sending  exceptions  to  be  disposed  of  quickly, 
and  to  secure  the  fruits  of  hii^  victory  to  the  successful  party 
in  case  his  judgment  be  sustained.  Unlike  the  old  Code,  in 
its  phraseology,  substance  and  purpose,  it  lets  the  exceptions 
go  to  general  term,  and  yet  does  not  work  a  stay  unless  so 
especially  ordered.  It  vests  power  in  the  court  to  do  perfect 
justice  in  disposing  of  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  and  yet 
allowing  the  entry  of  judgment  upon  conditions,  or  compel- 
ling defeated  party  to  give  security  to  avoid  entry  thereof,  in 
other  words,  it  authorizes  an  exercise  of  discretion,  upon  such 
f  axjts  afi  the  particuhu-  case  may  disclose,  in  preservation  of  the 
rights  of  all  parties.  The  hardship  of  the  former  practice  to 
the  successful  party,  and  the  effect  it  had  often  in  defeating 
him  upon  his  execution,  called  for  the  unfavorable  comment 
of  the  courts  upon  so  hard  and  unbending  a  rule,  and  resulted, 
as  we  submit,  in  the  new  statutory  provisions  under  discussion. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORXa  88 

Douglass  agt.  Haberstro. 

It  seems  to  us  that  it  is  "  the  other  things  "  besides  the  entry 
of  formal  order  referred  to  by  Taloott,  J.,  in  Cole  agt. 
Web%ter  (17  Hun^  507).  It  cannot  be  anything  else.  If  the 
new  Code  was  not  intended  to  change  the  old  harsh  practice, 
why  the  change  in  the  phraseology  and  restraint  of  its  pro- 
visions ?  That  this  is  a  very  important  point  of  practice  arift- 
ing  under  the  new  Code  not  yet  adjudicated  upon,  and  that 
the  views  here  presented  are  concurred  in  by  some  of  the 
ablest  lawyers  at  this  bar,  must  be  my  apology  for  presenting 
and  further  urging  these  considerations  upon  the  court.  Of 
course,  the  direction  of  the  court  and  not  its  intention  must 
govern.  It  is  easy  to  see  how  a  party  entitled  to  a  stay  could 
secure  the  order  of  the  court  therefor.  In  any  event,  it  is 
hard  for  us  to  see  why,  in  case  of  a  result  unfavorable  to  plain- 
tiff upon  this  motion,  she  should  be  charged  with  costs  for 
following  the  stenographer's  minutes,  those  of  the  clerk,  the 
directions  of  the  court  (as  she  understood  them),  and  the 
order  as  entered. 

Babkbr,  J.  —  The  defendant's  motion  is  granted,  without 
costs,  and  the  order  entered  by  the  clerk  is  to  be  amended  so 
that  it  will  in  terms  provide  for  a  stay  until  decision  of  excep- 
tions at  general  term. 

There  can  be  no  fair  doubt  but  that  the  defendant's  attor- 
neys understood  that  the  effect  of  the  order  was  to  stay  all 
proceedings  upon  the  verdict  untU  the  exceptions  were  heard 
and  decided. 

It  was  intended  by  the  court  that  judgment  be  suspended, 
and  I  am  unwilling  that  such  intention  be  frustrated  by  an 
erroneous  entry  of  the  order  by  the  clerk. 

Mr.  Hubbell  should  not  have  entered  a  formal  order  in  the 
form  which  he  did,  reciting-  that  it  was  done  on  the  motion 
of  the  defendant's  attorneys.  That  action  was  an  interfer- 
ence, and  the  terms  of  the  order  is  not  in  strict  conformity 
to  entry  in  clerk's  minutes.  But  Mr.  Moot  seemed  to  have 
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acquiesced  in  the  act  done .  by  Mr.  Hubbell,  in  his  name, 
which  mitigates  this  feature  of  irregularity. 

I  am  inclined  to  the  opinion  that  an  order  sending  the 
exceptions  to  the  general  term,  there  to  be  heard  in  the  first 
instance,  does  not  suspend  the  entry  of  judgment  unless  the 
order  as  entered  also  provides  for  the  suspension  of  judgment 
upon  the  verdict.  Section  1000  {Code  of  Oiml  Procedure)  is 
in  the  article  entitled  "Exceptions,  Case  and  Motion  for  a 
New  Trial." 

The  motion  to  be  made  in  the  general  term  is  for  a  new 
trial  on  the  exceptions,  and  all  that  court  has  power  to  do  is 
to  grant  or  refuse  the  motion; 

If  the  opposing  affidavits  had  contained  facts  showing  the 
judgment  could  not  be  collected,  if  the  motion  for  a  new  trial 
is  denied,  £  should  have  sought  to  make  an  order  retaining 
the  lien  now  secured  by  the  entry  of  judgment,  but  it  would 
be  contrary  to  the  express  understanding  on  the  trial  to  allow 
this  verdict  to  be  collected  before  the  decision  of  the  general 
term  It  was  the  very  object  and  purpose  of  the  order  to. 
have  the  law  of  the  case  settled  before  further  proceedings  on 
the  verdict  were  had. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

In  the  Matter  of  Owen  Coughlin. 

Criminal  law — AsMtUi  and  haUery — Ptwer  of  the  reeorder  cf  ihb  eUy  of 
OohoM  as  to  punUhment  of  the  offense —  Chapter  456  qf  the  Laws  of  1880, 
{^mending  chapter  440  of  the  Laws  of  1876. 

The  prisoner  is  detained  under  a  commitment  signed  "  Charles  F.  Doyle, 
recorder  of  the  city  of  Cohoes,"  which' recites  that  "at  a  court  of 
special  sessions''  held  the  22d  day  of  April,  1881,  by  him  as  recorder 
of  the  city  of  Cohoes,  the  said  Coughlin  was  duly  convicted  of  having 
unlawfuUy  assaulted  and  beaten  one  John  Murphy  of  said  city  of 
Cohoes  on  the  17th  day  of  April,  1881,  on  which  conviction  it  was 
adjudged  that  Coughlin  should  be  imprisoned  in  the  Albany  Peniten- 
tiary at  hard  labor  for  the  term  of  one  year,  and  that  he  should  also  pay 
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a  fine  of  $060,  in  default  of  which  he  ahould  be  further  imprisoned 
one  day  for  every  dollar  of  such  fine  which  was  not  paid : 
EM,  that  under  chapter  466  of  the  Laws  of  1880,  which  amends  chapter 
440  of  the  Laws  of  1876,  the  sentence  was  not  in  excess  of  the  power  of 
the  recorder  to  impose  (See,  also,  In  the  MaXt&r  of  Baya/rd,  61  Bow,  1^4, 
the  decUion  in  which  is  Md  to  be  eorreet,  and  to  be  also  stistained  by  seeOon 
I  of  article  Uqf  the  (hnstittaionqf  the  U.  8.) 

Ulster  Special  Termy  Auguet^  1881. 

Application  by  hdheae  corpvs  to  relieve  the  petitioner,  Owea 
CoDghlin,  from  confinement  in  the  Albany  Penitentiajy. 

Peter  D.  Nwer  and  Arthur  E.  ValoiSy  for  prisoner. 

D.  Cody  Herriohy  district  attorney,  for  people. 

Westbbook,  J.  —  The  return  of  the  warden  of  the  Albany 
Penitentiary  to  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  served  npon  him 
shows  that  Owen  Coughlin  is  detained  by  him  as  a  prisoner 
under  a  commitment  signed  "  Charles  F.  Doyle,  recorder  of 
the  city  of  Cohoes,"  which  recites  that  "  at  a  court  of  special 
sessions  "  held  the  22d  day  of  April,  1881,  by  him  as  recorder 
of  the  city  of  Cohoes,  the  said  Coughlin  was  duly  convicted 
of  having  unlawfully  assaulted  and  beaten  one  John  Murphy 
of  said  city  of  Cohoes  on  tlie  17th  day  of  April,  1881,  on 
which  conviction  it  was  adjudged  that  Coughlin  should  be 
imprisoned  in  the  Albany  Penitentiary  at  hard  labor  for  the 
term  of  one  year,  and  that  he  should  also  pay  a  fine  of  $259, 
in  default  of  which  he  should  be  further  imprisoned  one  day 
for  e,\^T^  dollar  of  such  fine. which  was  not  paid. 

It  is  claimed  in  behalf  of  the  prisoner  that  the  sentence  was 
in  excess  of  the  power  of  the  recorder  to  impose.  Is  the  point 
well  taken? 

Chapter  456  of  the  Laws  of  1880,  which  amends  chapter 
440  of  the  Laws  of  1876,  gives  to  the  recorder  of  the  city  of 
Cohoes  "  jurisdiction  to  hear,  try  and  determine  in  the  first 
instance  all  charges  for  crimes  and  offenses  enumerated  in 
section  first,  article  first,  title  third,  chapter  second  of  the 
fourth  part  of  the  Revised  Stautes  "  (title  third  of  the  Revised 
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BtatnteB  referred  to  is  entitled  ^^  Of  Trials  of  Offenses  before 
Courts  of  Special  Sessions  of  the  Peace");  "and,  also,  all 
complaints  and  charges  against  any  person  for  the  commission 
of  any  of  the  acts  and  offenses  designated  in  the  first  section 
of  title  fifth  of  chapter  twentieth  of  the  first  part  of  the  Kevised 
Statutes,  and  the  acts  amendatory  thereof "  (title  five  of  the 
chapter  and  part  of  the  Kevised  Statutes  referred  to  is  entitled 
"  Of  Disorderly  Persons ") ;  and,  also,  all  offenses  triable  by 
courts  of  special  sessions  in  towns  and  in  cities  of  this  state." 
The  recorder  is  also  given  power  to  try  sundry  other  specific 
offenses,  which  need  not  be  stated  here  as  the  present  case  is 
covered  by  the  provisions  which  have  been  mentioned. 

The  act  to  which  reference  has  been  made,  after  conferring 
upon  the  recorder  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  the  cases 
specified,  declares  that  upon  conviction  of  the  offender  the 
recorder  shall  "  have  power  to  punish  by  a  fine  not  exceeding 
two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  in  the 
Albany  Penitentiary  at  hard  labor  for  a  term  not  exceeding 
one  year,  or  by  both  such  tine  and  imprisonment." 

In  the  case  of  hadore  Bayard  (61  Howard^  294),  who  was 
convicted  by  the  Cohoes  recorder  of  the  crime  of  petit  larceny 
and  sentenced  to  the  Albany  Penitentiary  for  the  term  of 
nine  months,  it  was  held  that  such  sentence  was  in  excess 
of  his  power  to  impose.  The  reasons  for  such  decision  were 
predicated  upon  the  fact  that  the  general  law  of  the  state 
defined  the  crime  of  petit  larceny  and  limited  the  term  of 
imprisonment  upon  conviction  to  six  months.  The  Cohoes 
act,  which  assumes  to  confer  upon  the  recorder  of  the  city  the 
power  to  imprison  for  the  term  of  one  year  for  the  same 
offense,  was  therefore  held  to  be  unconstitutional,  because, 
first,  it  was  contrary  to  the  spirit  of  the  constitution  of  our 
state,  in  that  it  gave  to  a  local  and  inferior  court  greater 
power  than  could  be  exercised  by  superior  courts  of  general 
jurisdiction ;  that  it  made  the  gravity  of  the  penalty  for  crime 
depend  upon  the  spot  of  its  perpetration  and  not  upon  the 
degree  of  criminality  of  the  act,  and  that  it  destroyed  the 
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equality  of  citizeiiB  before  and  under  the  laws;  and  also 
because,  second,  it  violated  the  provision  of  the  state  constitu- 
tion prohibiting  the  infliction  of  '^  cruel  and  unusual  punish- 
ments "  by  permitting  a  local  and  inferior  court  to  impose  a 
penalty  double  in  severity  to  that  which  the  legislature  had, 
by  a  general  law  applicable  to  the  entire  state,  declared  to  be 
an  adequate  and  sufficient  punishment  for  the  same  offense. 
To  the  arguments  advanced  to  sustain  the  conclusion  in  the 
Bayard  case,  to  the  opinion  in  which  reference  is  now  made, 
can  be  added  another  founded  upon  section  1  of  article  14  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  prohibiting  a  state  from 
denying  "to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  the  equal 
protection  of  the  laws."  It  is  true  that  the  origin  of  this  con- 
stitutional provision  is  to  be  found  in  the  thirteenth  article  of 
onr  federal  constitution  which  abolishes  slavery ;  but  its  lan- 
guage, whilst  potent  to  protect  in  their  rights  of  person  and 
property  all  its  citizens  without  regard  to  their  previous  condi- 
tion, goes  further  and  secures,  and  was  designed  to  secure,  to 
"  any  person  "  and  to  all  persons  "  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws."  The  Cohoes  statute  was  condemned,  among  other  rea- 
sons, for  a  violation  of  this  very  principle,  though  such  principle 
was  not  then  referred  to  as  one  declared  in  and  by  the  constitu- 
tion of  our  union  as  states,  but  only  as  one  existing  by  natural 
right  and  recognized  in  the  spirit  of  both  federal  and  state  con- 
stitutions. Words  would  be  wasted  in  the  attempt  to  prove  that 
a  law  which  draws  around  the  city  of  Cohoes  a  line  separating  it 
from  all  other  portions  of  the  state,  and  marking  its  inhabitants 
as  persons  so  morally  bad  that  punishments,  in  severity  double 
to  those  which  can  be  inflicted  elsewhere  within  our  common- 
wealth, are  there  needed  to  preserve  the  public  peace  and  the 
observance  of  law,  does  not  afford  to  all  persons  within  the 
state  "  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws."  It  is  true  that  the 
Cohoes  charter  subjects  all  persons  who  may  offend  against 
the  law  within  the  city  limits  to  the  same  penalty,  whether 
residents  or  non-residents,  but  as  its  residents  must  be  the 
principal  sufferers  from  the  harshness  of  its  provisions,  it  fol- 
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lows  that  thej  are  deprived  of  ^^  the  equal  protection  of  the 
lawB ; "  and  because  it  is  a  constitutional  impossibility  to  find 
any  spot  in  the  state  in  which  its  general  public  law  ceases  to 
operate,  it  must  be  equally  impossible  to  discover  within  its 
borders  a  place  where,  if  the  general  law  of  the  state  be 
infringed  upon,  the  offender  has  forfeited  the  protection 
which  such  general  law  affords.  In  short,  both  an  express 
constitutional  enactment  and  an  inherent  principle  of  our 
government  demand  that  a  law  which  professes  to  cover 
the  entire  state  shall  operate  equally,  that  no  local  statute 
shall  give  to  the  lawless  offender  against  public  and  pri- 
vate rights  exemption  from  punishment  by  reason  of  the 
locality  of  the  offense,  nor  subject  him  for  an  act  therein 
committed  to  penalties  and  punishments  greater  than  those 
elsewhere  inflicted  for  the  same  offense ;  and  a  local  statute 
which  assumes  to  prevent  the  operation  of  the  criminal  laws 
of  the  state  in  a  district  thereof,  or  undertakes  to  enforce  them 
by  penalties  greater  than  those  elsewhere  imposed  within  the 
same  commonwealth,  is  an  attempt,  as  to  the  offended  in 
the  one  instance,  and  the  offender  in  the  other,  to  deprive 
a  person  of  '^  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws."  The  consti- 
tutional guaranty,  and  the  great  fundamental  axiom  of  the 
law,  that  statutes  must  operate  equally,  protect  the  person  and 
property  of  the  citizen  against  the  wickedness  of  the  depraved, 
and  protect  even  the  criminal,  who  also  has  rights  which  must 
be  respected,  from  the  vengance  of  an  enactment  which 
deprives  him  of  immunity  from  punishment  beyond  and  in 
eicess  of  that  prescribed  by  the  general  law,  and  dooms  him 
to  penalties  and  punishments  of  double  severity. 

The  soundness  of  the  decision,  then,  in  the  Baya/rd  case  is 
maintained,  but  its  applicability  to  the  present  case  is  denied. 
The  general  law  of  the  state  does  not  limit  the  punishment 
for  assault  and  battery  to  six  months'  confinement  and  a  fine 
of  fifty  dollars.  The  provision  referred  to  by  the  counsel  for 
the  prisoner  (3  R,  S.  [6th  ed.']^  1007,  sec.  19)  is  only  a  limita- 
tion upon  the  power  of  a  court  of  special  sessions  to  punish. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORXa  S9 


Matter  of  Coughlin. 


A  simple  afisault  and  battery  is  a  misdemeanor,  and  punish- 
able '^  by  imprisonment  in  a  county  jail  not  exceeding  one 
year,  or  by  fine  nqt  exceeding  $250,  or  by  both  such  fine  and 
imprisonment "  (2  Ed.  Stat.^  T19,  sec.  40).  Possibly,  by  the 
act  of  1879  {chofp.  390 ;  «^,  al90^  Ry<m  agt.  Ths  PeopUy  79 
N.  Y.J  593),  which  gives  to  courts  of  special  sessions, 
"  except  in  the  city  of  Albany  and  in  the  city  and  county  of 
New  York  *  *  *  exclusive  jurisdiction  in  the  first 
instance  to  hear  and  determine  *  *  *  charges  for  assault 
and  battery  not  alleged  to  have  been  committed  riotously," 
there  is  a  practical  difficulty  in  punishing  the  offense  in  the 
greater  part  of  the  state  by  penalties  niore  severe  than  those 
aDowed  to  be  imposed  by  courts  of  special  sessions,  but  when 
the  power  was  conferred  upon  the  recorder  of  the  city  of 
Cohoes,  as  it  was  in  1876  {chap.  440  of  the  Laws  of  1876),  to 
punish  by  imprisonment  for  a  year,  and  a  fine  of  $250,  there 
was  no  limitation  to  a  six  months'  imprisonment  and  a  fine  of 
$250,  except  in  and  to  courts  of  special  sessions.  The  Cohoes 
act  of  1876  was  re-enacted  in  1880  with  a  slight  change,  so 
that  it  is  clear  that  the  recorder  has  only  exercised  in  this  case 
the  power  of  punishment  conferred  expressly  upon  him,  and 
which  was  and  is  no  greater  than  that  prescribed  by  the  gen- 
eral law  of  the  state. 

It  is,  however,  also  insisted  that  section  2  of  the  act  of 
1880,  amending  section  30  of  the  act  of  1876,  which  provides, 
*  When  any  person  charged  with  any  crime  or  offense  speci- 
fied in  the  preceding  sections,  or  of  any  crime  or  offense  of 
the  grade  of  misdemeanor  (except  cases  of  felony  and  misde- 
meanors, when  the  punishment  can  exceed  a  fine  of  $250  or 
one  year's  imprisonment  either  in  county  jail  or  penitentiary) 
shall  be  brought  before  such  recorder,  it  shall  be  his  duty 
forthwith  to  hear  and  determine  such  complaint,  and  charge 
against  such  person  according  to  the  provisions  of  said  article 
first,  title  third,  chapter  second  of  part  fourth  of  the  Eevised 
Statutes,"  limits  the  punishment  to  that  which  the  special 
sessions  is  authorized  to  iiiflict.    This  point  must  also  be  over- 
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ruled.  The  power  to  punish  by  a  year's  imprisonment  and  a 
fine  of  $250  is  expressly  conferred  by  the  previous  section, 
and  the  provision,  which  has  just  been  quoted,  refers  simply 
to  the  mode  and  manner  of  the  trial. 

It  is  further  claimed  in  behalf  of  the  prisoner  that  as  the 
warrant  of  commitment  recites  that  he  was  convicted  ^^  at  a 
court  of  special  sessions,''  the  power  of  punishment  is  only 
that  of  a  court  of  special  sessions.  The  answer  to  this  argu- 
ment is,  that  the  recital  in  the  warrant  is  erroneous,  and  such 
erroneous  recital  does  not  deprive  the  recorder  of  the  authority 
conferred  upon  him.  The  court  before  which  the  prisoner 
was  tried  and  convicted  was  not  simply  a  court  of  special 
sessions.  It  was  a  recorder's  court,  and  as  such  was  clothed 
with  the  jurisdiction  conferi'ed  by  law. 

For  the  reasons  given,  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  mu£t  be 
dismissed,  and  the  prisoner  remanded  to  the  custody  of  the 
warden  of  the  penitentiary. 


N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Assignment  of  Otto  Schaller  to 
Edgab  Pool,  dated  October  21,  1879,  and  the  claims  of 
MiLo  W.  P£MB£B,  a  creditor,  against  the  assigned  estate. 

General  assignment  act — Prtferred  daims — General  release — Judgments 
obtained  after  assignment — Beport  of  referee  under  order  to  take  testimony 
and  report — IrregvlariUes  in  proceedings  of  assignee  in  reference  to 
amounting — Affidavit  of  serviee  of  the  notice  to  creditors  to  produce  their 
claims  hefore  the  assigriM — Rvles  of  common  pleas  respecting  such  service 
—  Authority  of  rrferee  on  referenu  to  take  and  state  an  account — Service 
by  maU  of  citations  —  AtUhority  of  court  cu  to  service — Eights  of  creditors 
to  notice  and  hearing  on  application  for  reference  —  Coet*  and  disbursements 
allowable  under  assignment  act  and  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  section  8240. 

Where  S.  miide  an  assignment  to  P.  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  and  one 
of  the  creditors,  who  was  both  a  preferred  and  general  creditor,  signed, 
under  mistake,  a  general  release  to  both  assignor  and  assignee,  suppos- 
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ing  it  to  be  simply  an  agreement  that  the  assignee  be  allowed  to  deliver 
to  the  assignor  goods  belonging  to  the  assigned  estate,  so  as  to  promote 
a  composition  or  compromise  between  the  creditors  and  the  assignor, 
and  the  assignee  objects  to  the  claims  of  such  creditor,  because  of  such 
release,  and  refuses  to  allow  the  claims  on  that  ground  and  also  on  the 
further  ground  that  the  said  creditor  had  received  promissory  notes  of 
the  assignor  on  the  execution  of  said  release,  which  notes  were  dated 
subsequent  to  the  assignment,  and  the  release  also  recited  another  note 
representing  the  preferred  portion  of  the  creditor's  claim,  but  made  and 
dated  prior  to  the  assignment;  and  the  creditor  obtained  judgments  on 
all  the  notes  while  the  assignment  was  being  executed,  but  was  paid  no 
money  on  account  of  either  the  notes  or  the  judgments.  The  creditor 
meantime  also  procuring  a  judgment  in  a  court  of  equity  setting  aside 
the  said  release  as  against  the  assignor  on  the  ground  of  mistake,  but 
not  making  the  assignee  a  party  to  such  equitable  suit,  and  there  being 
no  evidence  that  the  assignee  was  privy  to  the  making  of  the  release, 
but  some  evidence  to  the  contrary: 

Edd,  on  motion  of  the  creditor  to  confirm  the  report  of  a  referee  report- 
ing in  favor  of  allowing  the  claims  of  such  creditor  as  good  and  valid 
claims,  and  that  they  have  been  established  and  should  be  paid  out  of 
the  assigned  estate.  "The  referee's  report  as  to  the  claims  of  such 
creditor  seems  entirely  correct  and  should  be  confirmed. " 

So,  where,  on  a  motion  by  assignee  to  confirm,  in  whole  or  in  part,  a 
report  by  the  same  referee  appointed  to  take  and  state  the  assignee's 
accounts,  there  is  an  absence  of  proof  of  service  of  notice  to  creditors  to 
produce  their  claims  before  the  assignee,  as  prescribed  by  the  rules  of 
this  court,  and,  secondly,  where  it  appears  affirmatively  that  the  cita- 
tion was  not  served  upon  certain  creditors  who  had  filed  claims  with 
the  assignee : 

Held,  that  the  order  of  reference  to  take  and  state  the  accounts  was 
entirely  irregular  and  conferred  no  authority  upon  the  referee;  that  the 
referee  cannot  cure  this  irregularity  nor  usurp  the  powers  of  the  court. 
These  creditors  had  the  right  to  be  heard  upon  the  application  for  a 
reference,  and  neither  the  assignee  nor  any  other  person  or  court  can 
deprive  them  of  that  right. 

Heidy  also,  where  it  further  appears  from  the  papers  submitted  that  the 
citation  was  served  upon  the  creditors  whom  the  assignee  claims  to 
have  served  by  mail,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  there  was  any  authoriza- 
tion by  the  court  that  the  service  should  be  made  in  that  way,  that  the 
report  cannot  be  confirmed. 

Where,  in  a  proceeding  under  the  general  assignment  act  by  a  creditor  to 
establish  claims  as  a  general  and  preferred  creditor,  which  have  been  dis- 
allowed by  the  assignee,  the  creditor  prevails  on  a  reference,  the  referee 
reporting  to  the  court  that  the  claims  are  valid  claims  and  established. 

Vol.  LXn        6 
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and  that  they  should  be  paid  by  the  assignee  out  of  the  assigned  estate, 
and  the  court  at  special  tei^,  on  motion,  confirms  such  report  of  the 
referee,  with  costs  and  disbursements  : 
Hddt  **  the  same  costs  and  disbursements  are  allowed  as  to  a  successful 
plaintiff  in  an  action,  by  the  Code  of  Procedure,  with  five  per  cent 
allowance  upon  the  amount  reported  due,  with  ten  dollars  costs  of 
motion  to  be  paid  by  the  assignee  out  of  the  assigned  estate.*' 

Speoial  Term^  Atufustj  1881. 

JB^ore  Ohablbb  H.  Van  Brunt,  Ch, «/. 

Motions  to  confirm  two  reports  by  the  same  referee. 

First.  A&  to  the  first  motion  —  a  motion  to  confirm  the 
report  of  George  B.  Pentz,  Esq.,  a  referee  appointed  by  an 
order  of  court  to  take  the  testimony  respecting  the  disputed 
claims  of  Milo  W.  Pember  and  the  issues  raised  by  the  peti- 
tion, and  to  report  his  opinion  thereon.  A  reference  respect- 
ing the  same  claims  had  previously  been  made  to  the  same 
referee  on  motion  of  assignee's  attorneys,  and  the  reference 
had  been  terminated  by  them  after  the  testimony  had  all  been 
taken,  by  reason  of  the  illness  of  the  referee,  who  inadvertently 
allowed  the  statutory  time  within  which  to  file  a  report  to 
expire.  The  first  order  of  reference  respecting  the  Pember 
claims  was  to  hear  and  determine.  The  second  order  of  refer- 
ence provided  that  all  the  testimony  on  the  former  reference 
be  used  on  the  new  reference.  The  referee  made  and  filed  hi^ 
report  under  the  second  order  in  favor  of  the  claim  of  Milo 
W.  Pember,  sia  established,  to  be  a  good  and  valid  claim,  and 
that  it  should  b^  paid  out  of  the  assigned  estate  by  the 
a^ignee.  The  testimony  showed  that  the  claim  was  originally 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  namely,  cassimeres  and  woolen 
goods,  Mr.  Pember,  the  creditor,  being  a  wholesale  dealer  in 
such  goods  in  the  state  of  Connecticut,  and  Mr.  Schaller,  the 
assignor,  being  a  jobber  in  the  same  class  of  goods  and  doing 
business  in  the  city  of  New  York ;  that  after  the  sale  and 
delivery  of  the  goods,  promissory  notes  were  given  by  Schal- 
ler to  Pember,  and  the  notes  renewed  and  changed,  as  to  time 
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and  amounts,  to  suit  the  convenienoe  of  the  parties,  and  con- 
form to  payments  and  other  allowances  agreed  npon  bj  the 
parties.  The  goods  were  sold  in  1878  and  the  assignment 
made  in  1879,  October  21.  The  assignment  and  schedules 
recognize  all  the  claims  now  made  by  Pember  and  even  more. 
The  preferred  portion  of  the  claim  is  $347.42 ;  besides  this, 
there  are  sundry  other  claims  not  preferred,  making  in  all 
upwards  of  $1,300.  After  the  assignment  was  made,  and  in 
November,  1879,  following,  Otto  Schaller,  the  assignor, 
entered  into  negotiations  with  his  creditors  to  compromise. 
Edgar  Pool,  the  assignee,  would,  as  Schaller  represented  to 
creditor  Pember,  surrender  to  him,  Schaller,  all  the  goods  of 
which  Pool  had  taken  possession  under  the  assignment, 
if  the  creditors  would  release  him,  Pool,  from  any 
and  all  liability  in  the  matter.  Creditor  Pember,  there- 
fore, undertook,  as  he  supposed,  to  make  such  a  release 
and  deliver  it  to  Schaller.  The  consideration  of  the  release 
was,  as  it  recites,  several  notes,  one  being  dated  Septem- 
ber 15,  1879,  and  the  identical  note  or  claim  preferred  in 
the  assignment  in  favor  of  creditor  Pember.  Other  notes 
were  also  recited  in  the  release  as  a  part  of  the  consideration, 
and  a  part  of  them  dated  subsequently  to  the  assignment. 
The  proposed  compromise  was  never  consummated  and  the 
notes  were  never  paid.  The  notes  represented,  or  were 
intended  to  represent  the  real  indebtedness  of  Schaller  to 
Pember.  After  the  notes  had  become  due  two  actions  were 
brought  in  the  marine  court  for  the  goods  represented  by  the 
notes.  Judgments  were  finally  obtained  in  these  marine  court 
actions,  but  on  amended  complaint  setting  forth  the  notes. 
Thereafter,  Edgar  Pool,  the  assignee,  heard  of  the  release 
through  some  third  party,  a  creditor  named  John  S.  Hulin, 
and  that  it  was  a  general  release.  He  thereupon  gave  notice 
to  creditor  Pember  that  the  claims  were  disallowed  by  reason 
of  this  alleged  general  release.  Hence  the  reference  ordered 
as  above  to  determine  the  question  of  the  so-called  release. 
Pending  the  reference  to  inquire  into  this  release,  creditor 
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Pember  learned  that  the  paper  he  signed  was,  in  form,  a 
general  release.  He  commenced  an  action  in  the  supreme 
court  to  cancel  it  and  prevailed.  The  referee  admitted  evi- 
dence of  those  facts  and  of  the  judgment  cancelling  the 
release ;  he  also  admitted  in  evidence  the  judgment-roll  in  that 
action  and  also  the  judgment-rolls  of  the  marine  court.  The 
report  of  the  referee,  which  was  in  favor  of  the  Pember 
claims,  was  presented  for  confirmation  on  this  motion,  and  the 
main  questions  raised  in  opposition  to  its  confirmation  were 
as  to  the  effect  of  the  release  and  the  judgments  on  the  notes. 

Chatmoey  B.  Hipley  and  Samuel  JbneSj  on  behalf  of 
creditor  Milo  W.  Pember,  made  and  argued  the  points 
following : 

I.  Independently  of  the  findings  of  the  referee,  the  assignee 
must  pay  the  preferred  claim  of  creditor  Pember  simply 
because  the  assignment  so  directs  in  express  terms.  This 
court  has  held  in  two  cases,  and  the  same  doctrine  is  held  by 
the  court  of  appeals,  that  '^  the  authority  of  the  assignee  and 
the  control  of  the  court  over  him  are  limited  by  the  terms  of 
the  assignment ;  that  the  court,  therefore,  has  no  power  to 
direct  otherwise  than  the  assignment  prescribes  respecting  a 
preferred  claim  and  cannot  compel  a  violation  of  the  terms 
of  the  assignment  after  it  has  taken  effect "  unless  pursuant 
to  a  decree  in  an  equity  suit  brought  for  the  purpose  of  set- 
ting afiide  the  afisignment  wherein  all  the  creditors  are  made 
parties  {In  re  Assignment  of  John  D.  CordeSy  Daily  Register ^ 
October  16,  1880,  per  Van  Brunt,  «/./  In  re  Ward  dk 
Pdovhets  Assignmenty  opinion  of  Van  Hobssn,  e/".,  filed 
August  4, 1880 ;  In  re  Assignment  of  John  W.  Lewis^  81 

N.  r.,  421). 

II.  The  assignee  has  made  out  no  case  for  rejecting  any  of 
the  Pember  claims,  and  the  referee  could  not  have  found 
otherwise  than  that  they  were  valid  claims  and  that  they 
should  be  paid.  The  only  objection  to  the  Pember  claims 
which  the  assignee  ever  suggested  is  that  he  was  informed 
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that  Pember  had  executed  a  release  of  the  claims ;  but  the 
assignee  offered  no  evidence  against  the  validity  of  the  claims, 
except  a  so-called  general  release  together  with  the  facts  that 
it  was  signed  by  Pember  and  delivered  to  Schaller,  while 
creditor  Pember  proved  by  his  own  testimony,  by  the  testi- 
mony of  the  assignor,  Schaller,  and  also  by  Mr.  Zerwick,  who 
was  the  subscribing  witness  to  the  so-called  release,  that  the 
instrument  was  without  consideration,  that  it  was  intended 
for  no  such  purpose  as  a  release  of  any  of  the  claims  referred 
to,  and  that  it  was  signed  with  reference  to  some  transaction 
that  never  was  consummated  and  as  recited  in  the  complaint 
in  the  supreme  court  action  which  was  brought  to  set  aside 
the  release  as  mentioned  below.  The  testimony  also  shows 
that  Pool  was  never  a  party  to  the  instrument,  and  did  not  in 
any  way  participate  in  the  transaction.  Besides  it  was  in  evi- 
dence before  the  referee  that  this  release  had  been  declared 
void  and  set  aside  by  our  supi*eme  court  in  an  action  brought 
for  that  purpose.  The  assignee's  counsel  was  cognizant  of 
such  action  at  the  time  it  was  brought,  and  the  reference  was 
adjourned  for  that  purpose  and  until  judgment  was  obtained. 
It  was  also  in  evidence  that  in  certain  actions  brought  by 
Pember  against  Schaller  in  the  marine  court  of  the  city  of 
New  York  the  said  release  was  set  up  by  Schaller  as  a  defense 
to  the  said  claims,  and  that  judgments  on  all  the  claims  were 
awarded  to  said  Pember  as  plaintiff  in  those  actions. 

III.  None  of  the  so-called  exceptions  to  the  report  of  the 
referee  in  the  Pember  claims  are  available  to  the  assignee, 
and  for  the  reasons  specified  as  to  each  exception.  The 
referee's  report  was  as  full  as  is  required  in  any  case  unless 
findings  be  specially  requested.  The  referee  was  not  required 
under  the  order  appointing  him  to  do  more  than  report  his 
opinion  to  the  court,  and  that  he  did.  His  report  states  in 
general  terms  what  the  judgment  or  final  order  in  the  matter 
should  be.  Besides  there  was  no  request  made  by  assignee's 
counsel  to  find  any  fact  specifically.  In  order  to  render  the 
proposed  exceptions  available  at  any  time  or  for  any  purpose 
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the  propoeitions  embraced  in  them  should  have  been  submit- 
ted  to  the  referee  before  he  filed  his  report  with  a  specific 
request  that  they  be  found  bj  the  referee  as  independent  facts, 
that  would  have  put  the  assignee's  counsel  in  a  position  to  file 
exceptions  if  the  facts  were  not  correctly  found.  But  noth- 
ing else  would  secure  the  right  to  exceptions.  How  can  it 
now  be  objected  that  there  was  no  such  specific  findings  when 
there  was  no  request,  and  when  it  was  not  known  to  the 
referee  that  such  specific  findings  were  desired  ?  The  referee 
has  found,  as  any  judge  has  a  right  to  find,  in  general  terms 
for  one  of  the  parties.  In  so  doing  he  is  presumed  to  have 
found  everything  essential  to  support  such  general  finding, 
including  all  the  details,  and  the  finding  is  properly  expressed 
in  the  general  langnage  employed.  Any  juage  or  court  may 
express  that  which  is  to  form  the  basis  of  a  judgment  in  a 
general  way,  and  need  not,  in  a  case  .like  the  present,  unless 
specially  requested  by  counsel  beforehand,  find  any  question 
of  fact  or  law  in  detail  {People  agt.  The  Albany  and  8xisqu&- 
Jumna  R.  R.  Co.^  57  Barh.^  204,  210,  and  note  [J]  of  N.  C. 
Moaky  Esq.  /  Code  CivU  Pto,^  sec,  1023 ;  StewaH  agt.  Morss^ 
79  N.  r.,  629). 

IV.  Privity  could  not  be  created  between  Pool  and  Pem- 
ber  respecting  the  so-called  release  under  the  rule  in  Lavyrence 
agt.  Fox  (20  N.  Z.,  268)  and  kindred  cases,  because  Pool 
was  not  a  "party  intended  to  be  benefited ;"  and  there  was 
no  "  obligation  or  duty  owing  "  by  Pember  to  Pool  (  Vrooman 
agt.  Turner,  69  N.  J'.,  280,  284,  per  Allen,  «/.)• 

V.  Costs  should  be  allowed  creditor  Pember,  of  course 
{Moving  Aff, ;  First  Nat.  Bk,,  <3&<?.,  agt.  Tamajo,  77  N.  JT., 
476 ;  Comdiua  agt.  Barton,  N.  Y.  Weekly  Dig,,  June  10 
and  17,  1881,  pp.  216,  217). 

VI.  The  referee's  report  should  be  confirmed. 

Thomas  F.  Wentworth  {Foster,  Wentaxyrth  <&  Foster,  Attor 
neys),  for  Edgar  Pool,  assignee. 
I.  The  release,  exhibit  A,  operated  as  an  extinguishment 
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of  the  Pember  cbdms  {ffoaack  agt.  HogerSy  8  Paige  Ch. 
B.,  229). 

II.  The  marine  court  judgments  obtained  by  Pember  on 
the  notes  operated  as  an  estoppel. 

III.  Two  of  the  notes  were  dated  after  the  assignment, 
and  are  new  and  independent  obligations. 

IV.  The  defense  of  the  supreme  court  judgment  is  not 
available,  because  Pool  was  not  made  a  party. 

y.  The  release  is  tlie  assignee's  voucher  for  the  execution 
of  his  trust  respecting  the  Pember  claims. 

YI.  Pember  should  not  have  costs  as  to  the  supreme  court 
judgment,  because  it  is  a  defense  occurring  subsequently  to 
the  assignee's  petition. 

VII.  The  report  should  not  be  confirmed. 

Second,  As  to  the  second  motion  —  a  motion  to  confirm 
the  report  of  the  same  referee  appointed  to  take  and  state 
the  account.  This  was  a  motion  made  by  assignee's  attorneys, 
bringing  up  the  report  to  take  and  state  the  accounts  for  con- 
firmation or  otherwise.  It  was  opposed  on  various  grounds, 
mainly  on  the  ground  that  the  attorneys  for  assignee  had  put 
in  excessive  charges  for  professional  services  rendered  to 
Pool,  assignee,  specifying  a  bill  for  bookkeeping  by  a  former 
employe  of  assignee,  and  fees  and  expenses  for  collecting 
small  sums ;  and  especially  diarges  for  contesting  the  Pember 
blaims. 

Por  the  motion,  Thomas  F,  Wentworth  {Foster^  Wevvtworth 
cfe  Foster,  Attomeye)  urged  that  the  report  should  be  con- 
confirmed,  except  so  far  as  it  recognized  the  Pember  claims 
as  valid  claims. 

In  opposition,  for  Beynolds,  a  creditor,  Oeorge  W. 
OaUinger. 

The  charges  of  the  assignee's  counsel  are  excessive,  being 
twenty-five  per  cent  of  the  entire  fund. 
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George  B,  Ashley  appeared  for  John  S.  Hulin,  and  Ohaunoey 
B,  Rvpley^  for  creditor  Pember. 

Van  Bbunt,  J.  —  The  irregularity  in  the  proceedings  of 
the  afieignee  in  reference  to  the  accounting  makes  it  impossi- 
ble to  confirm  the  referee's  report. 

There  is  no  affidavit  of  service  of  the  notice  to  creditors  to 
produce  their  claims  before  the  assignee,  as  prescribed  by  the 
rules  of  this  court. 

Secondly.  It  appears  affirmatively  that  the  citation  was  not 
served  upon  certain  creditors  who  had  filed  claims  with  the 
assignee.  It  is  true  that  the  referee  upon  the  reference  has 
endeavored  to  cure  this  irregularity,  but  I  find  no  authority  in 
the  statute  authorizing  the  referee  to  usurp  the  powers  of  the 
court.  These  creditors  had  the  right  to  be  heard  upon  the 
application  for  a  reference,  and  neither  the  assignee  or  any 
other  person  or  court  can  deprive  them  of  that  right.  It 
would  seem,  therefore,  that  the  order  of  reference  to  take  and 
state  the  accounts  was  entirely  irregular  and  conferred  no 
authority  upon  the  referee. 

It  further  appears  from  the  papers  which  have  been  sub- 
mitted that  the  citation  was  served  upon  the  creditors  whom 
the  assignee  claims  to  have  served  by  mail,  and  it  does  not 
appear  that  there  was  any  authorization  by  the  court  that  the 
service  should  be  made  in  that  way. 

The  referee's  report  as  to  the  claim  of  Milo  W.  Pember 
seems  to  me  entirely  correct  and  should  be  confirmed. 
For  these  reasons  the  referee's  report  cannot  be  confirmed,  and 
for  these,  if  for  no  other. 

NoTB. —  Application  having  been  made  by  creditor  Pember's  counsel 
for  the  settlement  and  entry  of  an  order  pursuant  to  the  opinion  above, 
points  were  submitted  on  the  question  of  costs  as  follows: 

Chauncey  B.  Ripley ,  for  creditor. 

I.  Costs  should  be  allowed  creditor  Pember  of  course,  and  a  reasonable 
counsel  fee  {OensrcU  Assignment  Act,  1877,  pamphlet  with  notes  by  Bishop, 
23,  eec,  26). 
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n.  The  costs  asked  are  ordinary  costs,  viz. :  Forty  dollars,  i,  e.,  twenty- 
five  dollars  before  and  fifteen  dollars  after  notice,  the  same  allowed  for 
similar  service  in  an  action  (Oode  Oiv,  Pro,,  Me.  8240). 

III.  The  disbursements  have  been  proved  by  affidavit  of  creditor  Pern- 
bcr's  attorney. 

lY.  The  allowance  of  $100  is  reasonable  for  thirty  sittings.  Counsel 
for  the  assignee  asks  for  an  allowance  of  $200  in  this  very  matter  for 
his  extra  costs;  it  does  not  therefore  lie  in  the  mouth  of  assignee's  counsel 
to  say  that  $100  is  too  much  for  his  adversary,  or  $120  too  much  for 
the  referee.  The  referee's  fees,  $120,  should  be  allowed  because  it  has 
been  paid  as  a  necessary  disbursement;  besides,  the  parties  stipulated  not 
to  oppose  the  amount;  the  amount  is  reasonable  for  work  done;  there 
having  been  between  thirty  and  forty  sittings. 

Y.  The  authorities  sustain  such  charge:  Where  "  the  court  referred  the 
matter  back  to  the  same  referee,  directing  him  to  report  the  evidence 
taken  upon  the  first  reference,"  it  is  the  same  as  if  the  testimony  had  been 
taken  in  the  second  reference  (Bob&rti  agt.  White,  73  iV.  K,  870).  The 
referee  does  not  forfeit  his  fees  where  he  comes  within  the  spirit  of  the 
statute  or  where  the  parties  waive  a  technical  irregularity  {Comelitu  agt 
BwrUm,  N.  Y,  Week,  Dig,,  June  10  and  June  17,  1881,  pp,  216,  217;  Firtt 
Nat  Bank  agt.  Tamc^o,  77  N.  T.,  476;  Qeib  agt.  Topping,  11  Week.  Dig,, 
172;  Waters  i^  Shepherd,  14  hun,  228).  Bee,  also,  order  Van  Hobsbn, 
J.,  herein.  In  re  AMe^e  costs,  in  which  Judge  Yak  Hobsbn  expressly 
grants  leave  to  Mr.  Ashley  to  apply  for  costs. 

YL  The  special  term  decision  of  judge  Josbfh  F.  Dalt  {Matter  of  Our 
Tier,  8  DaXy,  122),  where  the  question  arose  on  an  application  to  take  and 
state  an  account,  is  not  necessarily  in  conflict  with  this  application,  for 
reasons:  (1.)  There  the  reference  was  not  of  the  kind  referred  to  in  sec- 
tion 26  of  the  general  assignment  act;  that  is  a  disputed  claim  to  which 
the  power  to  award  costs  is  limited  (MatAer  of  Ourrier^  8  Dat/y,  122). 
(2.)  That  case  certainly  holds  that  the  creditor  should  be  indemnified  (Id,, 
128).  (8.)  And  in  this  case  the  costs  will,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  come  out  of 
John  8.  Hulin,  who  is  the  only  other  preferred  creditor,  and  he  is  entitled 
to  the  entire  fund;  Hulin  is  the  same  person  at  whose  request  the  matter 
was  referred.  (4.)  If  not  payable  out  of  the  estate,  the  costs  certainly 
should  be  paid  by  Hulin  or  the  assignee  personally  (8  DaXy,  128). 

Thomae  F.  WenMeorih,  for  assignee,  made  and  submitted  the  fol- 
lowing: 

L  The  only  proper  order  herein  to  be  entered  under  the  decision  and 
proceedings  is  one  confirming  the  referee's  report 

n.  The  order  of  reference  herein  was  made  not  to  hear  and  determine, 
but  simply  to  inform  the  mind  of  the  court  by  taking  the  testimony  and 
reporting  the  same  with  referee's  opinion.    It  was  not  a  special  proceed- 

YoL.  Lxn     n 
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ing  as  no  issues  were  referred,  but  simply  a  reference  to  take  testimony 
and  return  the  same  for  the  use  of  the  court. 

III.  The  court  could,  under  section  26  of  the  assignment  act,  order  a 
reference  of  the  issues  either  before  a  Jury  or  a  referee,  and  in  this  case 
the  judgment  of  the  referee  would  be  final  and  the  proceeding  before  him 
a  trial  entitling  the  prevailing  party  to  costs,  and  the  original  order  in 
this  matter  "  to  hem'  and  determine  "  was  annulled,  and  the  present  order 
entered  in  its  stead  simply  to  report  to  the  court  for  the  latter's  informa- 
tion. It  was  not  a  litigation  in  a  court  of  justice.  The  proceeding  herein 
is  a  motion  determined  by  the  court  on  papers  submitted.  y 

lY.  Under  the  twenty-sixth  section,  costs  and  counsel  fees  are  discre- 
tionary. There  are  four  excellent  reasons  why  they  should  not  be  allowed : 
Ist.  When  the  assignee  commenced  this  proceeding  the  release  stood  as 
a  valid  release  of  those  claims.  2d.  Two  of  the  notes  proven  against  the 
estate  and  rejected  by  the  assignee,  were  made  twenty-six  days  after  the 
assignment;,  and  it  was  not  until  this  proceeding  was  inaugurated  and 
during  its  progress,  and  by  means  of  its  record,  that  Pember  changed 
the  character  of  his  claim  against  the  estate  from  one  on  these  two  promis- 
sory notes  to  one  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  this  too  when,  8d« 
he  had  already  taken  judgment  in  the  marine  court  on  those  two  notes 
two  months  before  the  assignee  made  this  motion,  and  thus  giving  pre- 
sumptive notice  at  least  that  he  did  not  propose  two  months  after  the 
judgment  in  marine  court  to  turn  around  a  third  time  and  conclude  to 
collect  his  claim  as  for  goods  sold  and  delivered. 

Y.  The  assignee  should  not  be  charged  with  Pember's  laches  who 
neglects  to  set  his  release  aside  until  after  the  motion  in  this  matter,  and 
then  too  without  any  notice  to  assignee. 

When  I  read  over  the  above,  on  eeeand  thought,  it  seems  that  Pember 
bad  no  claim  when  this  motion  was  made,  and  that  he  has  done  only  what 
he  was  obliged  to  do,  namely,  come  in  and  establish  his  claims,  and  he 
docs  so,  if  I  understand  the  view  probably  taken  by  the  special  term,  by 
jiroceedings  dnce  the  assignee's  motion.  Why  should  the  estate  pay  Pem- 
ber for  doing  that  without  which  he  never  could  have  had  a  claim  against 
it  ?  It  is  equivalent  to  being  compelled  to  board  a  man  for  nothing,  and 
also  to  pay  him  for  his  company  in  addition.  I  don't  think  he  ought  to 
have  a  penny  for  establishing  his  claim  (disbursements  or  costs). 

Whereupon  judge  Yait  Brxtnt  directed  the  entry  of  an  order  as  follows : 

Ordered,  that  the  referee's  report  as  to  the  claim  of  Milo  W.  Pember  be 
and  the  same  is  hereby  confirmed  in  all  respects,  and  the  said  motion 
granted  with  the  same  costs  and  disbursements  as  are  allowed  to  a  suc- 
oessf 111  plaintiff  in  an  action  by  the  Code  of  Procedure,  with  five  per  cent 
aUowance  upon  the  amount  reported  due  said  Pember;  said  costs  and  dis- 
bursements to  be  taxed  by  the  clerk  upon  two  days'  notice  to  assignee, 
and  with  ten  dollars  costs  of  this  motion  to  be  paid  by  the  assignee  out  of 
tthe  assigned  estate  to  the:attomey  for  said  MUo  W.  Pember,  creditor. 
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And  the  costs  were  thereupon  taxed  and  readjusted,  on  notice,  as  fol- 
lows: Costs  before  notice  of  trial,  twenty-five  dollars;  costs  after  notice 
of  trial,  fifteen  dollars;  trial  fee,  issue  of  fact,  thirty  dollars;  allowance 
by  court,  five  per  cent  on  $1,297.88,  amount  allowed  with  interest,  sixty- 
one  dollars  and  thirty-six  cents;  motion  costs  allowed  by  court,  ten  dol- 
lars; trial  occupied  more  than  two  days,  ten  dollars. 

The  disbursements  were  as  follows:  Referee's  fees  paid  G.  B.  Pentz, 
$125;  clerk's  fees  on  entering  judgment,  fifty  cents;  affidavits  and 
acknowledgments,  ten,  one  dollar  and  twenty-five  cents;  satisfaction 
piece,  thirty-eight  cents;  transcript  and  filing,  eighteen  cents;  certified 
copies  judgments,  twenty- nine  dollars  and  sixty-three  cents;  certified 
copies,  orders,  six,  sixty  cents;  postage,  sixty  cents;  stenographer's  fees, 
nine  doHars  and  fifty-cents;  sheriff's  fees  on  execution,  seventy-two  cents; 
attendance  of  following  witness,  G.  Zerwick,  two  days,  one  dollar;  total 
amount  of  costs  and  disbursements,  $820.72. 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

Thb  Pbople  ex  rd.  Chables  Koseneranb,  refipondent,  agt. 
Joseph  E.  Cabb,  secretary  of  state,  appellant. 

Bwrrogate  uff  ihe  cUy  of  New  Tork-^Eu  term  of  ojfioe. 

The  act  of  1869  (Lam  cf  1869,  chap.  282),  which  provides  that  '*  the  term 
of  offtce  of  the  persons  who  shall  hereafter  be  elected  to  the  office  of 
recorder,  city  Judge  and  surrogate,  respectively,  in  the  city  and  cooaly 
of  New  York,  shall  be  six  years,"  cfoM  not  repeal  the  third  section  of 
the  act  of  1847  (Lowe  cf  1847,  chap.  488),  which  provides  that  "  in  case 
a  vacaocy  shall  occur  in  either  of  said  offices  "  (recorder  or  surrogate  of 
the  city  and  county  of  Kew  York) ''  by  death,  resignation  or  otherwise, 
the  board  of  supervisors  of  said  city  and  county  are  authorized  to  AH 
such  vacancy  until  the  general  election  next  ensuing  the  happening  of 
such  vacancy,  when  an  election  shall  be  had  to  fill  the  unexpired  term 
of  the  officer  whose  term  had  so  become  vacant" 

The  provisions  of  section  15  of  article  6  of  the  constitution,  as  amended 
in  1869  with  reference  to  county  Judges  and  suirogates  in  counties 
having  a  population  of  over  40,000,  do  not  refer  or  apply  to  the  city 
and  county  of  New  York.  This  provision  applies  only  to  the  counties 
(other  than  the  city  and  county  of  New  York)  wherein  there  are  courta 
known  as  the  county  court,  and  judges  known  as  the  county  judge,  and 
the  office  of  surrogate  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York  is  not  held 
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under  section  15  of  article  6,  but  is  a  local  office  established  especially 
for  that  city,  under  pre-existing  laws,  and  recognized  and  continued  by 
section  12  of  article  14  of  the  constitution,  and  the  term  of  that  office 
is  left  wholly  under  the  control  of  the  legislature. 

Where  C,  the  present  incumbent  of  the  office  of  surrogate  of  the  city 
and  county  of  New  York,  was  appointed  on  the  12th  day  of  April, 
1876,  by  the  board  of  aldermen  of  New  York,  acting  as  supervisors  to 
fill  a  vacancy  occasioned  by  the  death  of  Y .  S. ,  whose  term  of  office, 
had  he  lived,  would  have  expired  January  1,  1882,  and  at  the  general 
election  held  in  November  following  the  said  C.  was  elected  surrogate 
by  the  electors  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York: 

Held,  that  such  election  only  entitled  C.  to  hold  the  office  for  the 
unexpired  term  of  Y.  S.,  deceased,  and  not  for  the  full  term  of  six 
years,  and  consequently  his  term  of  office  would  expire  December  81. 
1881  {Affirming  8,  O.,  ante,  19). 

Decided  October^  1881. 

Chasles  B08ENKSAN8,  a  taxpayer  of  New  York  city, 
sought,  by  application  to  justice  Westbbook,  to  secure  a 
mamdaTrvus  to  compel  the  secretary  of  state  to  give  notice  of 
the  election  of  a  surrogate  in  the  county  of  New  York,  in 
place  of  the  present  incumbent,  Delano  C.  Calvin,  upon  the 
allegation  that  his  term  of  office  will  expire  December  81, 
1881.  The  application  was  denied,  it  being  claimed  that  Mr. 
Calvin's  term  would  not  expire  until  1882  (See  cmte^  5).  The 
general  term,  first  department,  reversed  justice  Westbbook's 
order  (see  cmte^  19)  and  from  such  reversal  this  appeal  is 
taken. 

damee  R.  Lyddy^  for  respondent. 

WiUiomi  B,  R^uggles^  deputy  attorney-general,  for  appellant. 

Bapallo,  J. —  The  office  of  surrogate  of  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York  existed  long  before  the  adoption  of  the 
constitution  of  1846,  ai^d  is  recognized  in  the  twelfth  section 
of  article  14  of  that  instrument,  which  provides  that  '^  all 
local  courts  established  in  any  city  or  village,  including  the 
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Buperior  court,  common  pleas,  Bessions  and  surrogates'  courts 
of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  shall  remain,  untU 
otherwifle  directed  by  the  legislature,  with  their  preeent  pow- 
era  and  jurisdiction."  There  is  no  limitation  of  the  power  of 
the  legislature  to  fix  or  alter  the  term  of  office  of  the  surro- 
gate of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  as  it  may  see  fit. 
By  the  section  last  cited,  it  was  provided  that  the  judges  of 
the  courts  therein  named  in  office  on  the  first  of  January, 
1847,  should  continue  in  office  until  the  expiration  of  their 
terms  of  office,  or  until  the  legislature  should  otherwise  direct. 
By  the  amendments  contained  in  article  6  (adopted  in  1869), 
section  13,  the  terms  of  office  of  the  judges  of  the  superior 
and  court  of  common  pleas,  to  be  thereafter  elected,  were 
fixed  at  fourteen  years,  but  no  provision  was  made  in  respect 
to  the  term  of  office  of  the  surrogate.  The  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 15  of  the  SiUne  article,  with  reference  to  county  judges 
and  surrogates  in  counties  having  a  population  of  over  40,000 
do  not,  in  our  judgment,  refer  or  apply  to  the  city  and  county 
of  New  York.  That  section  continues  the  then  existing 
county  courts,  and  declares  their  jurisdiction  and  the  term  of 
office  and  powers  of  the  judge  thereof,  and  provides  that 
'^  the  connty  judge  shall  also  be  surrogate  of  his  county,  bnt 
in  counties  having  a  population  exceeding  40,000  the  legisla- 
ture may  provide  for  the  election  of  a  separate  officer  whose 
term  of  office  shall  be  the  same  as  that  of  county  judge." 
We  think  that  this  provision  applies  only  to  the  counties  (other 
than  the  city  and  county  of  New  York)  wherein  there  are 
courts  known  as  the  county  court,  and  judges  known  as  the 
county  judge,  and  that  the  office  of  surrogate  of  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York  is  not  held  under  section  15  of  article 
6,  but  is  a  local  office  established  especially  for  that  city,  under 
pre-existing  laws,  and  recognized  and  continued  by  section  12 
of  article  14  of  the  constitution,  and  that  the  term  of  that 
office  is  left  wholly  under  the  control  of  the  legislature.  A 
reading  of    the  entire  section  (fifteen  of  article  six)  in  con- 
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aection  with  section  16  of  the  same  artiole  confirms  this 
interpretation. 

This  Tiew  disposes  of  the  argument  that  the  term  for  which 
the  surrogate  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York  must  be 
elected  is  fixed  by  the  constitution  at  six  years  (which  is  the 
constitutional  term  of  office  of  the  county  judge),  and  that 
the  legislature  has  no  power  to  fix  a  shorter  term,  even  when 
the  election  is  to  fill  a  vacancy  occasioned  by  the  death  of  an 
incumbent  before  the  expiration  of  his  term. 

The  only  question  remaining  to  be  considered  is,  whether 
the  act  of  1869  {Lmoe  of  1869,  chap.  292),  which  provides 
that  '^  the  term  of  office  of  the  persons  who  shall  hereafter  be 
elected  to  the  office  of  recorder,  city  judge  and  surrogate, 
respectively,  in  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  shall  be 
six  years,"  repeals  the  third  section  of  the  act  of  1847  {Lo/idb 
of  1847,  cJiap.  488),  which  provides  that  ^^  in  case  a  vacancy 
shall  x>ccur  in  either  of  said  offices  "  (recorder  or  surrogate  of 
the  city  and  county  of  New  York)  ^^  by  death,  resignation  or 
otherwise,  the  board  of  supervisors  of  said  city  and  county  are 
authorized  to  fill  such  vacancy  until  the  general  election  next 
ensuing  the  happening  of  such  vacancy,  when  an  election  shall 
be  had  to  fill  the  unexpired  term  of  the  officer  whose  term 
had  so  become  vacant." 

It  is  not  claimed  that  there  is  any  express  repeal  of  this 
section,  but  it  is  contended  that  the  provision,  that  in  case  of 
a  vacancy  during  a  term  an  election  shall  be  had  to  fill  the 
unexpired  term,  is  inconsistent  with  the  provision  of  the  act 
^f  1869,  that  the  term  of  office  of  whoever  shall  be  thereafter 
elected  suirogate  shall  be  six  years,  and  that  by  reason  of  this 
uiconsistency  the  prior  provision  must  be  deemed  repealed. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  both  acts  we  are  of  opinion 
that  no  such  inconsistency  appears.  The  first  section  of  the 
act  of  1847  provides  for  the  election  at  the  general  election  in 
November  of  a  recorder  and  surrogate  for  the  city  and  county 
of  New  York,  ^^  who  shall  hold  their  respective  offices  for  the 
term  of  three  years  from  the  first  day  of  January  next  after 
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said  election,"  and  afterwards  follows  the  third  section,  which 
provides  that  in  case  of  a  vacancy  occurring  during  such  term 
it  shall  be  filled  by  election  for  the  unexpired  part  of  the 
term.  There  is  no  repugnancy  or  inconsistency  in  these  two 
provisions,  which  are  contained  in  the  same  act  The  act  of 
1869  declares  that  as  to  persons  thereafter  elected  the  term  of 
office  shall  be  six  years,  and  leaves  the  other  provisions  of  the 
act  of  1 847  untouched.  There  is  no  more  inconsistency  between 
the  provision  which  fixed  the  term  of  office  and  that  which 
provides  for  filling  a  vacancy  for  an  unexpired  term,  when 
contained  in  two  acts,  than  when  contained,  as  they  originally 
were,  in  a  single  act.  In  substance  the  only  effect  of  the  act 
of  1869  was,  in  our  judgment,  to  change  the  term  of  office 
from  three  years  to  six  years,  lea\dng  in  force  all  the  other 
provisions  of  the  act  of  1847,  which  declare  when  the  term 
shall  begin,  how,  in  a  case  of  a  vacancy,  it  shall  be  filled  until 
the  neict  election,  and  that  when  the  election  is  had  it  ^hall  be 
for  the  unexpired  term  of  the  preceding  incumbent.  In  the 
absence  of  any  reference,  in  the  act  of  1869,  to  those  pro- 
visions, or  of  the  substitution  of  any  other  on  the  same  sub- 
jects, we  are  not  authorized  to  infer  that  it  was  intended  to 
repeal  them.  The  language  of  the  act  of  1869,  making  it 
applicable  to  persons  thereafter  elected,  was  manifestly 
adapted  for  the  purpose  of  excluding  the  idea  that  it  was 
intended  to  extend  the  terms  of  those  in  office  at  the  time  of 
the  passage  of  the  act,  a  construction  for  which  there  might 
have  been  some  color,  if  the  act  had  simply  declared  that 
thereafter  the  term  of  office  of  recorder  and  surrogate  should 
be  six  years,  or  if  it  had  amended  the  act  of  1847  by  substitut- 
ing the  wosd  "  six  "  in  place  of  "  three."  The  repeal  of  an 
existing  law  cannot  be  implied  from  language  so  clearly  satis- 
fied by  attributing  to  it  a  different  purpose. 

Our  conclusion  is  that  the  order  at  the  general  term  should 
be  affirmed. 
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ERIE  COUNTY  COURT. 
Conrad  Lenhabd  agt.  John  Ltnch. 

Jwriadiction  of  ecwniy  eowrU  as  affecUdby  chapter  480,  Zawi  of  1880  —  Con- 

stUutumcUlaw, 

Chapter  480  of  the  Laws  of  1880,  which  purported  to  increase  the  Juris- 
diction  of  the  county  courts  from  one  to  three  thousand  doQara,  is  now 
of  no  force  or  effect,  for  two  reasons: 

Firtt,  Because  it  attempted  to  amend  a  law  which  had  been  already 
repealed  in  express  terms. 

Second,  Because  it  is  in  conflict  with  that  provision  of  the  constitution, 
which,  by  necessary  implication,  limits  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  county 
courts  in  this  class  of  actions  to  those  cas^s  "  in  which  the  damages 
claimed  shall  not  exceed  $1,000  "  (This  is  adverse  to  Sweet  agt  FUinnaga/n, 
61  .Sbu.,  327). 

Ma/rch^  1881. 

MonoN  for  a  new  trial  on  the  minutes. 

Z.  Le  Clewr^  for  plaintiff  and  for  motion. 

Lewis  (&  nice,  for  defendant,  opposed. 

"Wm.  W.  Hammond,  County  Judge.  —  This  action  was 
brought  to  recover  upon  a  contract  for  work,  labor  and 
services  by  plaintiff  in  teaching  defendant  the  art  of  photo- 
graphing on  china,  and  for  damages  for  defendant's  refusal 
to  furnish  money  and  carry  out  his  agreement  to  enter  into 
partnership  with  plaintiff  in  carrying  on  said  business ;  for  all 
of  which  plaintiff  demanded  judgment  against  defendant  in 
the  sum  of  $3,000. 

Defendant's  answer  is  a  general  denial  and  sets  up  a  counter- 
'Claim  or  offset  for  money  loaned  by  him  to  plaintiff,  and  for 
which  three  promissory  notes  were  given  to  him  by  plaintiff 
for  the  sum  of  $3,000. 
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Upon  trial  the  jury  rendered  a  verdict  in  favor  of  defendant 
and  against  the  plaintiff  for  over  $2,700,  and  this  motion  is 
made  npon  the  minutes  by  plaintiff  to  set  aside  this  verdict 
upon  various  grounds,  but  none  of  which  I  shall  consider 
except  the  one  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  as  it  is  my 
opinion  that  the  motion  would  have  to  be  denied  were  it  not 
for  this  objection  to  the  jurisdiction ;  and  if  I  am  correct  in 
the  view  I  have  taken  of  this,  and  the  conclusion  I  have 
arrived  at  in  considering  it,  this  ground  of  objection  to  the 
verdict  is  fatal. 

This  question  of  jurisdiction  was  not  in  any  manner  raised 
or  mentioned  upon  the  trial  of  this  action,  and  has  not  been 
raised  or  passed  upon  in  any  manner  in  this  state  under  the 
act  conferring  additional  jurisdiction  upon  the  county  courts 
by  chapter  480,  Laws  1880,  that  I  can  find. 

The  constitution  of  1846  {art  6,  sec.  14)  provided :  "  The 
coxmty  courts  shall  have  such  jurisdiction  in  cases  arising  in 
justices  courts  and  in  special  cases  as  the  legislature  may  pre- 
scribe, but  shall  have  no  original  civil  jurisdiction  except  in 
such  special  cases."  The  old  Code  provided  {chap,  379,  Zowb 
1848,  as  amended  by  chap.  438,  Zatos  1849)  that  the  county 
court  has  jurisdiction  in  civil  actions  '^  in  which  the  relief 
demanded  is  the  recovery  of  a  sum  of  money  not  exceeding 
five  hundred  dollars,"  &c.  This  was  the  extent  of  the  juris- 
diction of  the  county  courts  in  this  respect  up  to  the  time  of 
the  amendment  of  the  judiciary  article  of  the  constitution  in 
1870.  Section  15  of  the  article  as  then  amended  provides  as 
follows,  which  is  now  in  force : 

^^  The  existing  county  courts  are  continued,  and  the  judges 
thereof  in  office,  at  the  adoption  of  this  article,  shall  hold  their 
offices  until  the  expiration  of  their  respective  terms.  Their 
successors  shall  be  chosen  by  the  electors  of  the  counties  for 
the  term  of  six  years.  The  county  courts  shall  have  the 
powers  and  jurisdiction  they  now  possess  until  altered  by 
the  legislature.  They  shall  also  have  original  jurisdiction  in 
all  cases  where  the  defendants  reside  in  the  county,  and  in 
Vol.  LXn        8 
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which  the  damagee  claimed  shall  not  exceed  one  thoiiBand 
dollars,  and  also  such  appellate  jurifidicdon  as  shall  be  pro- 
vided by  law,  subject,  however,  to  such  provision  as  shall  be 
made  by  law  for  the  removal  of  causes  into  the  supreme  oonrt. 
They  shall  also  have  snch  other  original  jurisdiction  as  shall 
from  time  to  time  be  conferred  upon  them  by  the  legisla- 
ture," (fee.  Chapter  467  of  the  Laws  of  1870  was  enacted  at 
the  first  meeting  of  the  legislature,  after  the  adoption  of  the 
foregoing  provision  of  the  constitution,  and  provides  that 
"  the  county  courts,  in  addition  to  the  powers  they  now  pos- 
sess, shall  have  jurisdiction  in  civil  actions  when  the  relief 
demanded  is  the  recovery  of  a  sum  of  money  not  exceediug 
one  thousand  dollars,"  &c. 

Section  340  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  which  defines 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  courts,  provides  therefor  in 
accordance  with  the  foregoing  provisions  of  the  constitution 
and  took  effect  the  1st  of  September,  1877.  Chapter  245  of 
the  Laws  of  1880  (the  general  repealing  act  passed  May  10 
1880)  repealed  the  old  Code  of  Procedure  and  all  laws  amend- 
ing the  same ;  also  the  above  mentioned  chapter  467  of  the 
Laws  of  1870  (which  increased  the  jurisdiction  from  $500  up 
to  $1,000),  which  said  repealing  act  by  its  terms  was  to  take 
effect  the  1st  of  September,  1880.  Chapter  480  of  the  Laws 
of  1880,  passed  May  28, 1880,  provides  as  follows :  "  Section  1 
of  chapter  467  of  the  Laws  of  1870,  entitled  'An  act  in  rela- 
tion to  county  courts,'  is  hereby  amended  so  as  to  read  as 
follows :  The  county  courts,  in  addition  to  the  powers  they 
now  possess,  shall  have  jurisdiction  in  civil  actions  when  the 
relief  demanded  is  the  recovery  of  a  sum  of  money  not  exceed- 
ing three  thousand  dollars,  or  the  recovery,"  &c.  This  act  by 
its  terms  was  to  take  effect  immediately,  and  says  nothing  of 
section  840  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  above  alluded  to 
which  defines  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  courts.  Thus  it 
will  be  seen  that  chapter  4Q7,  Laws  of  1870,  was  expressly 
repealed  by  chapter  245,  Laws  of  1880,  to  take  effect  the  1st  of 
September,  1880 ;  and  after  tho  passage  of  this  repealing  act 
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chapter  480  was  passed,  which  amended  the  act  thus  expressly 
repealed  (the  amending  act),  to  take  effect  immediately. 

What  is  the  effect  of  this  amendment  ?  It  is  a  well-estab- 
lished rale  in  the  oonstmction  or  interpretation  of  statutes 
that  if  there  is  a  disagreement  between  two  statutes,  sach 
exposition  should  be  made  as  that  both  may  stand  together,  if 
possible  {McCa/rter  agt.  Orphcm^  dsCy  9  Caw.j  437).  Apply- 
ing this  rule,  chapter  480  would  take  effect  upon  its  passage, 
and  would  remain  in  effect  so  long  as  the  chapter  which  it 
amended ;  and  when  the  act  thus  amended  ceased  to  exist,  the 
amending  act  would  also  cease  with  it.  It  does  not  seem  as 
though  this  could  have  been  the  intention  of  the  legislature, 
still  if  this  was  not  their  intention,  why  did  they  not  amend  sec- 
tion 340  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  which  provided  the 
same  thing,  and  was  not  repealed,  instead  of  amending  an  act 
which  they  had  already  repealed  ?  Judging  from  these  acts 
of  the  legislature  and  the  language  used  by  them,  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  chapter  480  must  be  held  to  be  of  no  force  after 
the  act  which  it  amended  ceased  to  exist. 

But  if  it  should  be  conceded  that  chapter  480,  by  implica- 
tion, repealed  the  repealing  act,  and  revived  that  part  of 
chapter  467,  Laws  of  1870,  which  was  thus  amended,  there 
still  remains  the  very  serious  question  as  to  whether  chapter 
480  is  not  in  plain  conflict  with  that  provision  of  the  constitu- 
tion above  quoted  :  ^^  They  shall  also  have  original  jurisdiction 
in  all  cases  where  the  defendants  reside  in  the  county,  arui  in 
which  the  damages  claimed  shall  not  exceed  one  tJiouscmd 
doOarsP 

It  seems  to  me  that,  by  necessary  implication,  this  must  be 
held  to  be  a  limitation  in  the  constitution,  and  to  exclude  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  county  courts  in  those  cases  in  which  the 
damages  claimed  shall  exceed  $1,000.  The  clause  following, 
after  providing  for  appellate  jurisdiction,  &c. :  "  They  shall 
also  have  such  other  original  jurisdiction  as  shall  from  time 
to  time  be  conferred  upon  them  by  the  legislature,"  I  think, 
refers  to  new  powers  and  other  svhjects  and  other  maUers  than 
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tKoM  mentioned  and  specified,  and  cannot  be  held  to  give  the 
legislature  authority  to  increase  the  amoimt  for  which 
damages  may  be  claimed,  that  having  been,  in  the  preceding 
dattse  quoted,  expressly  provided  for. 

From  these  considerations  it  will  be  seen  that  we  reach  the 
conclusion  that  chapter  480,  which  purported  to  increase  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  county  courts  from  $1,000  to  $3,000,  is 
now  of  no  force  or  effect  for  two  reasons :  First,  because  it 
attempted  to  amend  a  law  which  had  been  already  repealed  in 
express  terms ;  and,  second,  because  it  is  in  conflict  with  that 
provision  of  the  constitution  which,  by  necessary  implication, 
limits  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  courts  in  this  class  of 
actions  to  those  cases  ^^  in  which  the  damages  claimed  shall 
not  exceed  one  thousand  dollars." 

As  to  the  effect  of  this  conclusion  upon  this  action,  I  think 
the  general  doctrine  is  correctly  stated  in  Mclntyre  agt. 
Carriem  (17  Hv/n,  64),  where  it  is  held  that,  in  an  action 
where  both  summons  and  complaint  demand  judgment  for 
over  $1,000,  the  court  gets  no  jurisdiction  of  the  action,  and 
cannot  even  grant  an  amendment  reducing  it  to  $1,000,  so  as 
to  thereby  give  the  court  jurisdiction  {See,  also,  13  Barb.,  330, 
cmd  6  HilZ,  631).  I  think  it  must  follow,  if  the  court  has  no 
jurisdiction,  that  it  cannot  render  any  valid  judgment  in  the 
action,  and  the  whole  proceedings  must  be  dismissed. 

For  these  reasons  the  motion  to  set  aside  the  verdict  is 
granted,  and  the  entire  proceedings  dismissed,  but  without 
costs  to  either  party  as  against  the  other  in  this  court. 
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SUPKEME  COUET. 
In  the  Matter  of  Wiluah  T&imblb. 

Ormtnal  law  — DUordtrly  perwM — Extent  of  the  power  of  (he  reeorder  of 
the  eUy  of  Cohoee  to  punish —  Chapter  466  of  the  Laws  of  1880,  amending 
chapter  440  of  ihe  Laws  of  1876. 

The  prisoner  was  conyicted  "with having,  on  the  17th  day  of  April,  1881, 
at  the  city  of  Cohoes,  in  said  "  (Albany)  "county,  together  with  Edward 
Freely,  been  guilty  of  noisy,  loud  and  tumultuous  conduct,  to  the  dis- 
turbance of  the  public  peace  and  quiet  and  of  the  people,  and  of  hav- 
ing  used  loud,  abusive,  vulgar  and  quarrelsome  language,  and  was  fight- 
ing and  quarreling  to  the  like  disturbance  of  the  public  peace  and  of 
the  x>eople,"  and  upon  such  conviction  was  sentenced  to  an  imprison- 
ment of  859  days: 

Beidy  that  by  chapter  456  of  the  Laws  of  1880,  amending  chapter  440  of 
the  Laws  of  1876,  the  recorder  of  the  city  of  Cohoes  had  the  power  to 
condemn  the  prisoner  to  the  terms  of  imprisonment  to  which  he  was 
sentenced. 

The  punishment  of  the  offense  of  which  the  prisoner  was  convicted  is 
not  specially  prescribed  by  the  general  law  of  the  state.  It  is  one 
against  ihe  public  peace  not  amoimting  to  a  felony,  and  is,  therefore,  a 
misdemeanor  at  common  law  and  by  the  Revised  Statutes,  and  as  no 
special  punishment  is  provided,  is  punishable  by  imprisonment  in  a 
county  Jail  not  exceeding  one  year,  or  by  fine  not  exceeding  $250,  or  by 
both  such  fine  and  imprisonment  {See  also  Matter  of  Bayard,  61  How,, 
294,  a/nd  MaXb&r  of  Owen  CoughUn,  ante,  84). 

ZFlater  Special  Term,  August,  1881. 

Application  by  habeas  corpus  to  relieve  Trimble  from 
impriflonment  in  the  Albany  penitentiary. 

J,  B.  C^MaUey,  for  prisoner. 

c/.  H.  Delehmty,  assifitant  district-attorney,  for  people. 

WsBTBRooK,  t/. —  The  prisoner,  "William  Trimble,  was  com- 
mitted on  the  23d  day  of  April,  1881,  to  the  Albany  peni- 
tentiary for  the  period  of  859  days  by  the  recorder  of  the  city 
of  Cohoes. 
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The  warden  of  that  institution,  by  return  to  the  writ  of 
Jiaheas  corpus^  which  has  been  issued  in  behalf  of  the  prisoner, 
submits 'to  the  court  the  warrant  under  which  the  latter  is 
held.  From  such  warrant  it  appears  that  on  said  23d  day  of 
April,  1881,  the  party  imprisoned  was  convicted  "  with  having 
on  the  17th  day  of  April,  1881,  at  the  city  of  Cohoes  in  said  " 
(Albany)  "  county,  together  with  Edward  Freely,  been  guilty 
of  noisy,  loud  and  tumultuous  conduct,  to  the  disturbance  of 
the  public  peace  and  quiet  and  of  the  people,  and  of  having 
used  loud,  abusive,  vulgar  and  quarrelsome  language,  and  was 
fighting  and  quarreling  to  the  like  disturbance  of  the  public 
peace  and  of  the  people,"  and  upon  such  conviction  was  sen- 
tenced to  an  imprisonment  for  the  term  before  mentioned, 
859  days. 

The  first  question  which  the  case  presents  is,  bad  the 
recorder  of  the  city  of  Cohoes  power  to  condemn  the  prisoner 
to  so  long  a  term  of  imprisonment  ? 

By  section  1  of  chapter  456  of  the  laws  of  1880,  which 
amends  the  charter  of  the  city  of  Cohoes,  the  recorder  of 
such  city  is  clothed  with  "  authority  and  jurisdiction  in  the 
first  instance  to  hear,  try,  and  determine  charges  for  crimes 
or  offenses  in  the  cases  enumerated  in  section  1,  article  1, 
title  3,  chapter  2  of  the  fourth  part  of  the  Eevised  Statutes, 
and  also  all  complaints  and  charges  against  any  person  for  the 
commission  of  any  of  the  acts  and  offenses  designated  in  the 
first  section  of  title  5,  chapter  20,  of  the  first  part  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  and  the  acts  amendatory  thereof,  and  also 
all  offenses  triable  by  courts  of  special  sessions  in  towns  and 
in  cities  of  this  state,  and  also  the  following  charges  (which 
are  hereby  declared  to  be  offenses,  and  the  persons  commit- 
ting the  same  disorderly  persons),  to  wit :  "  Indecent  expo&- 
ure  of  the  peison  ;  diatv/rhing  the  pnhUcpeace^  or  tending  to 
disturb  them  or  it  hy  vsing  loud  and  ttimtdtuous  conduct^' 
either  lovd^  wlgar^  inavZtingj  abv^ei/ve  or  threatening  lan- 
guage or  hehamor,  or  fighting  or  qua/rrding  to  the  disturbance 
of  the  peopley  or  the  public  peace  amd  quiet^^  Ac,  &c. 
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By  the  same  section,  when  any  person  charged  with  an 
offense  of  which  the  recorder  is  given  jurisdiction  is  con- 
victed thereof  before  him,  the  recorder  has  "  power  to  pnnish 
by  a  fine  not  exceeding  $250,  or  by  imprisonment  in  the 
Albany  penitentiary  at  hard  labor  for  a  term  not  exceeding 
one  year,  or  by  both  such  fine  and  imprisonment." 

The  recent  case  of  Isadore  Bayard  (61  Sow.y  294),  did 
not  present  the  question  which  this  one  involves.  Bayard  had 
been  convicted  of  the  crime  of  petit  larceny,  and  upon  such 
conviction  was  condemned  to  an  imprisonment  for  the  period 
of  nine  months.  As  the  general  law  of  the  state  had  defined 
the  crime  of  petit  larceny,  and  had  fixed  the  maximum  of 
imprisonment  on  conviction  thereof  at  six  months,  it  was  held 
that  so  far  as  the  act  of  1880  undertook  to  give  to  the  recor- 
der of  the  city  of  Cohoes  greater  power  of  punishment  than 
was  conferred  by  the  general  law,  it  was  unconstitutional  and 
void  {See  also  MoMer  of  Owen  CougMin^  ante^  34,  in  which 
the  Bayard  caee  is  reviewed,  and  its  conclusions  sristavned 
hy  reference  to  section  1  of  article  14  of  the  constitiUion  of 
the  United  States),  The  punishment,  however,  of  the  offense 
of  which  William  Trimble  is  convicted,  is  not  specially  pre- 
scribed by  the  general  law  of  the  state.  It  is  one  against  the 
public  peace  not  amounting  to  a  felony,  and  is,  therefore,  a 
misdemeanor  at  common  law  {Barhoiir^s  Criminal  Law^  222), 
and  by  the  Eevised  Statutes  (3  R.  S.  [6th  ed.\  983,  sec,  103),  and 
as  no  special  punishment  is  prescribed,  punishable  by  imprison- 
ment in  a  county  jail  not  exceeding  one  year,  or  by  fine  not 
exceeding  $250,  or  by  both  such  fine  and  imprisonment. 

If  the  act  of  1880  (so  much  of  which  as  is  applicable  to  the 
case  under  consideration  has  been  given)  has  been  borne  in 
mind,  it  will  be  remembered  that  the  recorder  of  the  city  of 
Cohoes  is  specially  clothed  with  power  to  try  the  offense  of 
which  the  prisoner  has  been  convicted,  and  the  power  of  pun- 
ishment conferred  therefor  is  precisely  in  accordance  with 
the  general  law.  I  therefore  fully  agree  with  the  recorder 
(Gould)  of  the  city  of  Albany,  before  whom  this  prisoner 
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has  been  brought  in  a  similar  proceeding  to  the  present,  that 
the  sentence  of  ench  prisoner  was  within  the  power  of  the 
recorder  of  the  city  of  Cohoes. 

The  second  question  which  this  application  presents  is,  has 
a  record  of  the  conviction  of  the  prisoner  been  filed  as  the 
law  requires  ? 

That  a  record  of  conviction  must  have  been  filed,  if  the 
prisoner  is  to  be  detained,  is  conceded,  and  the  necessity  of 
such  filing  not  only  has  been  decided,  but  its  requisites  as  to 
form  have  also  been  passed  upon  by  myself  {Matter  of 
Tra/oisy  55  Hov),^  347).  It  is  claimed,  however,  in  behalf  of 
the  people  that  the  record  in  this  case  has  been  filed,  though 
a  search  of  the  county  clerk's  office  of  the  county  of  Albany 
has  failed  to  discover  it. 

It  is  difficult,  upon  the  ex  pa/rie  affidavits  which  have  been 
presented,  to  determine  whether  such  commitment  has  or  has 
not  been  filed  as  the  law  requires.  Instead,  therefore,  of 
finally^  disposing  of  the  present  application  upon  the  evidence 
presented,  I  have  concluded  to  hear  the  testimony  orally 
which  either  party  may  choose  to  submit  upon  that  point,  and 
for  that  purpose  will,  after  consultation  with  counsel,  name  a 
day  for  such  hearing  either  before  a  referee  or  before  myself. 
In  the  meantime,  and  until  a  final  decision,  the  prisoner  will 
remain  in  custody. 

The  decision  of  recorder  Gould  upon  the  previous  applica. 
tion  is  no  bar  to  the  present  {People  ex  rd.  Laurence  agt- 
Brady^  56  N.  F.,  182,  191, 192).  Whilst,  however,  this  is 
conceded  as  a  legal  proposition,  a  new  application  presenting  the 
identical  questions  previously  decided  by  a  competent  court  or 
officer  should  not  be  encouraged,  but  parties  should,  as  a  rule, 
be  remitted  to  their  remedy  of  review  in  an  appellate  court. 
In  the  present  case,  the  recorder  of  the  city  of  Albany,  who 
heard  a  previous  proceeding  of  a  like  character  to  the  present 
by  the  prisoner,  reached  the  conclusion  that  the  record  of  con- 
viction had  been  filed.  This  was,  however,  some  time  since, 
and  a  further  inquiry  may  develop  additional  testimony  upon 
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that  point.    For  this  reason  the  parties  will  be  given  another  j 

opportunity  to  present  their  evidence.    I  cannot,  however,  i 

avoid  the  conclusion  that  it  would  save  much  trouble  if  the  ! 

recorder  would  file  his  convictions,  as  the  law  directs,  in  the  I 

county  clerk's  office.     Their  deposit  in  a  certain  pigeon  hole  ' 

in  the  Cohoes  station-house,  with  the  expectation  that  an 
employe  of  the  county  clerk's  office  will  take  them  thence  and 
properly  file  them,  is  scarcely  what  th«  law  demands,  when  a 
duty  is  devolved  upon  him  to  ^'  cause  such  certificate  to  be 
filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  county  in  which  such 
conviction  shall  be  had."  Undoubtedly,  what  has  been  done 
was  with  the  best  intentions,  and  might  ordinarily  secure  the 
desired  result  by  the  filing  of  the  record.  Sometimes,  how- 
ever, and  this  case  illustrates  the  danger,  the  document  will  be 
missing,  and  a  compliance  with  the  law  thus  made  difficult  to 
prove. 


8UPKEME  OOUKT. 

The  Peoplb  of  thb  State  op  New  York  agt.  William  H. 

Maoy  and  another. 

Incumbrance  vp<m  pier — Action  by  the  attorney-general  for  itt  removal — 

Foreign  eommeree.         ' 

Where,  in  an  action  to  compel  the  removal  from  an  East  river  wharf  of  a 
bailding  erected  by  the  owner  of  the  wharf  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of 
his  own  business,  and  without  a  written  license  from  the  department 
of  docks,  it  appears  that  the  wharf  has  been  used  by  the  public  as  a 
highway  and  for  the  loading  and  discharging  of  sailing  vessels  engaged 
in  foreign  commerce  and  having  a  draft  of  more  than  eighteen  feet  of 
water: 

EM,  that  the  building  is  an  incumbrance,  an  interference  with  the 
dominant  right  of  the  public,  and  must  be  removed,  and  that  the 
attorney-general  has  the  right  to  bring  the  action. 

Special  Tervij  August^  1881. 
Vol.  XLn        9 
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W.  W.  Ooodrichj  for  plaintiff. 
WiUard  Bartletty  for  defendants. 

Van  Vorst,  J.  —  This  is  an  action  brought  by  the  attorney- 
general  in  the  name  of  the  people  to  restrain  the  further 
erection  and  to  compel  the  removal  of  a  shed  which  has  been 
partly  bnilt  on  pier  forty-five  East  river.  The  defendant 
Macy  is  one  of  the  owners  of  the  pier,  and  the  other  defend- 
ant is  the  bnilder  of  the  shed.  The  shed  is  described  in  the 
complaint  to  be  a  permanent  structure  of  wood  and  iron  and 
other  materials  forming  a  house  or  shed  to  inclose  and  cover 
the  pier  for  the  private  convenience  of*  the  defendant  Macy 
to  facilitate  the  business  of  a  line  of  steamships,  and  so  as  to 
•obstruct  and  interfere  with  the  free  use  of  the  pier  by  the 
public,  and  to  deprive  ships  and  vessels  which  have  used  the 
pier  from  loading  and  discharging  cargo  thereat  as  heretofore. 

In  view  of  the  decision  of  this  court  in  the  case  of  The 
People  agt.  MaUory  (2  N.  T.  Swp.  Ct.  -£.,  76),  in  which  it 
is  distinctly  held  that  the  wharves  and  piers  of  New  York 
city  are*  in  substance,  public  highways,  not  to  be  incumbered 
by  erections  of  that  character  without  express  legislative  sanc- 
tion, it  must  be  held,  under  the  facts  of  this  case,  that  the 
further  erection  of  the  shed  in  question  should  be  enjoined, 
and  that  the  portion  already  built  should  be  removed. 

This  structure  is  projected  and  partially  completed  for  the 
private  convenience  of  the  defendants  to  facilitate  their  busi- 
ness, and,  doubtless,  for  the  protection  of  property  incident  to 
such  business,  but  in  so  far  as  it  hinders  the  free  use*  of  the 
pier  by  the  general  public  it  is  an  unlawful  incumbrance. 
The  pier  cannot  be  materially  incumbered,  or  its  full  use,  for 
purposes  connected  with  navigation  by  the  general  public,  be 
interfered  with  {Com.  of  Pilots  agt  Clarh,  33  N.  Z.,  265). 

The  pier  is,  in  substance,  in  the  complaint  described  as  a 
public  pier,  and  is  alleged  to  have  been  in  use  as  such  for 
tover  forty  years  last  past,  and  to  have  been  used  and  resorted 
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to  by  ships  or  veseels  engaged  in  commerce  in  the  port  of 
New  York,  and  between  that  port  and  other  places  in  this 
conntry  and  Enrope.  Whatever  right  the  defendants  have 
acquired  in  any  way  to  the  pier  is  in  sabordination  to  the 
rights  of  the  general  public  for  purposes  connected  with  navi* 
gation.  At  least  snch  rights  may  not  be  abridged  by  the 
erection  of  the  shed  in  question. 

The  plaintiffs  refer  in  general  terms,  in  their  complaint,  to 
certain  provisions  contained  in  chapter  249  of  the  Laws  of 
1875.  This  whole  subject  is  under  the  control  of  the  legisla- 
ture of  the  state,  and  dts  will  is  supreme.  By  force  of  that 
specific  legislation,  powers  are  conferred  upon  persons  owning 
or  leasing  a  pier,  and  who  are  engaged  in  the  business  of 
steam  transportation,  to  erect  and  maintain  sheds  on  the  piers 
of  the  city,  "provided  they  shall  have  obtained  from  the 
department  of  docks  of  said  city  a  license  or  authority  to 
erect  or  maintain  the  same."  The  allegations  in  the  com- 
plaint in  that  regard  are  sufScient  to  show  that  the  defendant 
Macy  is  engaged  in  the  business  of  steam  transportation,  and 
is  entitled  to  the  privileges  conferred  by  the  act,  upon  com- 
pliance with  ihepravMO^  unless  prohibited  by  the  provisions 
of  section  three  of  the  same  act. 

It  has  already  been  decided  in  this  action  that  the  license 
provided  for  in  section  one  of  the  act  of  1875  must  be  in 
writing,  and  as  the  defendants  have  produced  no  written 
license  or  authority,  they  are  in  no  position  to  insist  upon 
holding  the  erection  they  have  placed  upon  the  pier,  under 
the  provisions  of  that  act. 

But  section  three  of  the  same  act  interposes  an  important 
limitation.  It  provides  "  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  to  inter- 
fere with  the  free  public  use,  as  now  enjoyed,  of  any  wharf, 
pier  or  bulkhead  adjacent  thereto,  in  the  navigable  water  of 
the  East  river,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  which  has  been  here- 
tofore used  for  the  loading  and  discharging  of  sailing  vessels 
regularly  employed  in  foreign  commerce,  and  having  a  draft 
of  more  than  eighteen  feet  of  water."    The  evidence  justifies 
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the  conclusion  that  the  pier  in  question  had  been  so  used  bj 
vessels,  many  of  them  foreign  vessels,  regularly  employed  in 
foreign  commerce,  having  a  draft  of  more  than  eighteen  feet 
of  water.  Much  evidence  was  introduced  by  both  parties 
upon  this  subject,  which  I  have  carefully  considered,  as  well 
as  the  able  argument  of  Mr.  Bartlett,  the  defendants'  counsel, 
but  I  cannot  accept  the  result  reached  by  him  —  that  as  to 
several  of  the  vessels,  they  were  not  so  "regularly"  engaged. 
The  statutory  requirement  is  not  that  they  should  be  so 
exclusively  employed ;  and  the  fact  that  peveral  of  the  vessels 
went  also  to  domestic  ports  for  commercial  purposes  does  not 
deprive  them  of  the  character  of  vessels  "  regularly  engaged  " 
in  foreign  commerce. 

It  may  be,  as  is  urged  in  this  connection  on  the  behalf  of 
the  defendants,  that  an  action  to  remove  the  incumbrance 
from  the  pier  could  be  maintained  by  the  department  of 
docks,  or  by  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  commonalty  of  the  city 
of  New  York.  Ordinarily,  and  properly  enough,  actions  to 
remove  erections  and  incumbrances  from  the  streets  and 
avenues  of  the  city  —  and  the  piers  are  held  to  be  extensions 
of  the  streets  — are  brought  in  the  name  of  the  municipal 
corporation,  and  by  its  authority,  or  by  such  officer  or  body 
directly  charged  by  the  legislature  with  a  duty  in  the  premises 
and  with  authority  to  act  in  that  direction. 

But  I  cannot  accept  the  defendants'  contention  that,  under 
the  pleadings  and  evidence,  the  people  cannot  maintain  this 
action.  In  the  subject-matter  of  this  controversy,  the  people 
at  large  —  the  general  public — have  a  direct  interest,  and  the 
incumbrances  in  question,  under  the  decisions,  are  encroach- 
ments upon  general  rights. 
.  To  maintain  this  action,  it  is  sufficient  to  show  that  a  wrong 
is  done  to  the  people  of  the  state  or  their  rights  infringed ; 
for  in  such  case  the  attorney-general  may,  in  the  name  of  the 
people,  bring  an  action  for  appropriate  redress  in  virtue  of 
the  right  of  the  prerogative  incident  to  sovereignty.  The 
public  piers  are  more  than  extensions  of  streets  and  avenues. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa  69 


Fritz  agt.  Muck. 


They  reach  out  into  the  navigable  waters,  which  are  the  ways 
of  commerce,  to  which  they  are  important  adjuncts ;  and  all 
nnanthorized  acts  by  which  their  free  and  unincumbered  use, 
by  those  engaged  in  commerce  and  navigation  and  who  have 
a  right  to  approach  and  use  the  piers,  is  permanently  hindered, 
are  encroachments  upon  the  rights  of  the  people  of  the  state. 
A  permanent  shed,  as  has  been  already  stated,  has  been 
adjudged  to  be  an  illegal  incumbrance  of  such  a  character. 
And  as  the  defendants  do  not  appear  to  have  any  legal  right 
to  incumber  the  pier  with  such  a  structure,  the  action  by  the 
people  for  appropriate  relief  through  its  removal  is  clearly 
proper. 

There  must  be  judgment  for  the  plainti£Es,  and  the  relief 
asked  for  granted. 


SUPEEME  COURT. 

Frank  Fbitz  agt.  Miohael  Muck,  as  president  of  the  St. 

Stephen's  Society. 

VoluntcMrff  joint  association — Sight  of  an  expelled  member  (hereof  to  bring 
action  for  restoration  to  membership — 8ueh  action  weU  brought  against  the 
president  —  Proprietjf  of  expulsion  may  be  reviewed  in  suit — Member  entu 
Ued  to  notice — B^U  to  suspend  weeMy  payments  not  to  be  passed  upon  by 
Iheeowri, 

An  action  may  be  maintained  against  the  president  of  a  voluntary  joint 
association  by  an  expelled  member  thereof,  to  compel  his  restoration 
to  membership. 

The  object  is  to  place  himself  in  a  position  where  he  can  reach  the  joint 
property;  and  in  this  view  the  action  is  in  regard  to  the  joint  property 
and  rights  of  the  association,  and  is  within  the  purpose  designed  to  be 
accomplished  by  the  acts  of  1849  and  1851,  and  that  was,  that  where 
an  association  of  the  character  there  specified  was  liable  to  be  sued  it 
should  not  be  necessary  to  make  all  the  members  parties. 

The  propriety  of  the  expulsion  may  be  reviewed  in  such  suit. 

Although  the  rules  of  the  association  did  not  provide  that  notice  should 
be  given,  they  were  in  this  respect  unreasonable  and  the  member  to  be 
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expelled  should  have  notice  and  an  opportunity  should  be  given  to  him 
to  be  heard. 
The  right  to  recover  certain  weekly  payments  which  were  suspended  by 
the  expulsion  will  not  be  passed  upon  by  the  court. 

Onondaga  Special  Term,  Auguet,  1881. 

1.  The  defendant  Michael  Mnck  was  during  the  years  1S78 
and  1879  the  president  of  a  German  voluntary  joint  associa- 
tion, named  in  the  complaint  herein,  consisting  of  about 
ninety  members,  who  resided  at  Syracuse,  New  York,  and 
who  were  jointly  possessed  of,  interested  in  and  entitled  to, 
certain  property  accumulated  by  said  society  from  initiation 
fees,  dues  and  assessments  collected  from  the  members. 

2.  The  purposes  and  objects  of  this  association  were  to  pro- 
mote Christianity  and  to  encourage  an  observance  of  the 
Catholic  religion,  and  to  secure  to  the  various  members  of 
said  association  mutual  aid  in  the  days  of  sickness  and  death. 

3.  By  the  terms  of  their  constitution  the  various  members 
of  the  association  agreed  to,  and  were  bound  to  pay  from 
time  to  time  various  fixed  dues  and  assessments,  and  also  to 
render  such  other  services  or  assistance  to  their  fellow  mem- 
bers requiring  the  same  as  they  should  from  time  to  time  be 
directed  to  perform. 

4.  In  consideration  of  the  various  agreements  and  obliga- 
tions assumed  by  the  members,  the  said  association  by  its  con- 
stitution provided,  among  other  things,  that  every  member 
should  receive  in  case  of  sickness,  or  in  case  of  inability  to 
work,  three  dollars  for  every  seven  days,  if  no  arrears  of  pay- 
ment exist,  and  that  aid  received  from  the  society  is  not  to  be 
considered  a  gift,  but  an  absolute  right  founded  upon  money 
advanced  by  the  members. 

5.  During  the  year  1869  the  plaintiff,  being  possessed  of 
the  necessary  qualifications,  duly  became  a  member  or  asso- 
ciate of  said  society,  and  continued  as  such  from  that  time  to 
the  time  of  the  alleged  expulsion  hereinafter  mentioned,  and 
during  said  time,  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the  con- 
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fititation  of  said  Bodetjy  paid  his  dnee  and  afiBeesments  and 
performed  the  yariooB  services  required  of  him. 

6.  On  or  about  the  24th  day  of  April,  1878,  the  plaintiff 
became  ill,  and  thereupon  notified  the  proper  officer  of  the 
association  of  the  fact,  as  provided  by  the  rales  of  the  society, 
and  thereupon  the  said  association,  or  its  relief  committee, 
being  satisfied  of  the  fact  of  sickness  paid  the  plaintiff  the 
simi  of  three  dollars  per  week  from  the  1st  day  of  May,  1878, 
to  the  10th  day  of  July,  1878,  after  which  time  the  said  asso- 
ciation discontinued  said  payments  and  have  not  since  paid 
the  plaintiff  anything,  but  have  refused  to  pay  him. 

9.  On  the  28th  July,  1878,  the  said  society,  at  a  regular 
meeting  thereof,  adopted  a  resolution  expelling  the  plaintiff 
therefrom  '^  on  account  of  being  falsely  sick,"  that  being  the 
ground  expressed  in  the  resolution,  and  under  this  resolution 
the  association  claims  that  the  plaintiff  has  forfeited  all  rights 
under  the  constitution  and  by-laws  of  the  society. 

10.  By  one  of  the  by-laws  of  the  association,  it  is  provided 
that  whoever  falsely  reports  himself  sicjc,  or,  in  fact,  imposes 
upon  the  society  in  any  way,  shall  be  fined  in  money,  sus- 
pension or  expulsion.  This  by-law  was  adopted  after  the 
plaintiff  became  a  member,  at  a  meeting  at  which  he  was 
present.  .  The  resolution  of  expulsion  was  based  on  this  by-law. 

11.  The  plaintiff  had  no  notice  of  the  charge  against  him 
referred  to  in  said  resolution,  or  any  opportunity  of  being 
heard  in  regard  thereto,  and  he  had  no  notice  or  knowledge 
of  any  proposed  action  in  regard  thereto  at  said  meeting,  and 
he  was  not  present  at  said  meeting.  The  constitution  or 
by-laws  did  not  make  any  provision  for  notice  in  such  cases. 

12.  By  the  constitution  and  by-laws,  means  were  provided 
by  the  society  for  ascertaining,  through  a  committee,  as  to- 
the  fact  of  sickness  or  inability  to  work,  and  prior  to  the  28th 
July,  1878,  such  committee  examined  into  the  facts  of  plain- 
tiff's ease  and  reported  that  he  was  able  to  work ;  this  rep<Hrt 
was  adopted  by  the  society,  and,  thereafter,  at  the  same  meet- 
ing, the  said  resolution  of  expulsion  was  passed. 
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13.  The  Baid  association  at  or  prior  to  the  28th  July,  1878, 
as  a  body,  or  by  its  committee  duly  appointed,  according  to 
its  roles,  determined  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  physically  in 
a  situation  to  be  entitled  to  the  said  weekly  relief,  and  such 
determination  was  not  made  in  bad  faith  or  by  fraud,  and 
f  ince  that  time  no  new  application  for  relief  has  been  made 
by  the  plaintiff. 

14.  That  said  plaintiff  has  no  means  of  obtaining  relief 
from  the  consequences  of  said  expulsion,  within  said  society, 
nor  in  pursuance  of  any  of  the  provisions  of  its  constitution 
or  by-laws. 

15.  The  plaintiff  offered  to  pay  his  dues  as  a  member  of 
said  association,  and  the  eaid  society  refused  to  receive  the 
same  on  the  alleged  ground  that  he  had  been  expelled  there- 
from. 

LovAb  McMrshciUy  for  plaintiff. 

/.  D.  Oarfidd  and  */.  (7.  Htmty  for  defendant. 

Mebwin,  J. —  The  defendant  Muck  is  the  president  of  an 
incorporated  association,  consisting  of  about  nifiety  members, 
formed  for  the  purpose,  among  other  things,  of  furnishing  aid 
to  its  members  in  sickness,  and  having  a  fund  arising  from 
the  payment  of  initiation  fees,  fines  and  assessments. 

The  plaintiff  became  a  member  in  1869,  and  continued  to 
be  such  till  the  28th  of  July,  1878,  when  the  association,  at  a 
regular  meeting,  passed  a  resolution  expelling  him  on  account 
of  being  falsely  sick.  The  plaintiff  had,  from  about  May 
first  to  July  tenth,  received  the  weekly  benefit  allowed  to  the 
sick.  This  action  is  brought  on  the  equitable  side  of  the 
court,  and  this  plaintiff  in  his  complaint  asks  that  he  be 
restored  to  his  rights  as  a  member  or  associate  of  said  associa- 
tion, and  that  the  said  association  account  to  him  for  the 
amount  of  weekly  stipend  or  allowances  which  have  accrued 
since  the  10th  of  July,  1878,  and  be  directed  to  pay  the  same 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa  78 

Fritz  agt  Muck. 

to  thlB  plaintiff,  and  that  he  may  have  such  other  and  further 
relief  as  shall  be  jast  and  eqnitable. 

The  first  question  to  be  disposed  of  is  whether  an  action  of 
this  kind  can  be  brought  against  the  president  of  the  associa- 
tion under  chapter  258  of  the  Laws  of  1849,  as  amended  by 
chapter  455  of  1851.  In  Rodbe  agt.  HuaseU  (2  Lcms.^  244, 
General  Term^  First  District^  1869),  this  question  was  dis- 
cussed as  well  as  the  merits  of  the  case,  but  on  which  ground 
the  case  was  decided  does  not  appear.  In  Olery  agt.  Brown^ 
PrendefU  (51  How,^  92),  it  was  held  at  special  term  that  the 
action  could  be  properly  brought  in  that  form. 

The  fact  that  plaintiff  is  himself  one  of  the  members  does 
not  prevent  suit  being  brought  in  that  form,  if  in  other 
respects  it  is  proper  ( WestcoU  agt.  Fargo^  61  2f.  Y.,  542 ; 
SaUsman  agt  Shvlts^  14  Him^  256). 

The  object  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  action  is  to  place  himself 
in  a  position  where  he  can  reach  the  joint  property.  In  that 
view  the  action  is  in  regard  to  the  joint  property  and  rights 
of  the  association.  It  is  within  the  purpose  designed  to  be 
accomplished  by  the  acts  of  1849  and  1851,  and  that  was, 
that  where  an  association  of  the  character  there  specified  was 
liable  to  be  sued,  it  should  not  be  necessary  to  make  all  the 
members  parties.  The  president,  as  such,  should  represent 
the  whole.  The  expression  ^' joint  rights,"  in  the  statute, 
should  receive  a  liberal  interpretation  in  order  to  accomplish 
the  remedy  designed  by  the  statute.  The  case  of  White  agt. 
BrowneU  (2  Ddl/y^  356),  was  similar  to  the  present  one,  but 
the  point  now  under  consideration  was  not  raised. 

In  my  opinion,  the  present  action,  so  far  as  the  form  in 
which  the  defendant  is  sued,  is  properly  brought. 

Coming  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  the  question  is  whether 
the  propriety  of  the  expulsion  of  plaintiff  can  be  reviewed 
here,  and  if  so,  whether  it  was  proper.  Cases  are  cited  show- 
ing that  the  proper  remedy  is  by  mamdamue  where  parties 
seek  restoration  to  the  membership  of  a  corporation  {People 
agt.  N.  Y.  Benevolent  Soaiety^  3  Stmy  361,  and  oaaea  died). 
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ThiB  does  not,  I  think,  apply  to  an  unincorporated  association 
{see  White  agt.  Brownellj  2  Daly^  329,  358).  In  the  latter  case, 
if  the  party  has  any  remedy,  it  is  by  suit. 
^  The  defendant's  association,  in  this  case,  had  adopted  a 
by-law  authorizing  expulsion  for  the  cause  alleged  against  the 
plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  was  bound  by  this  by-law.  It  was 
passed  in  1874,  while  he  was  a  member,  and  he  was,  presumsr 
bly  on  the  evidence,  present  at  its  passage.  The  association, 
therefore,  acted  within  its  jurisdiction  when  it  expelled  the 
plaintiff.  No  notice  was  given  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  charge ; 
no  opportunity  given  to  him  to  be  heard*  The  rules  of  the 
association  did  not  provide  for  any  notice  to  be  given.  In 
this  respect  they  were  not  reasonable.  The  charge  against 
plaintiff  involved  not  only  expulsion,  but  disgrace.  He 
was  not  present  at  the  meeting  and  it  was  one  at  which 
he  was  not  obliged  to  attend.  Had  he  been  expelled  after 
notice  and  in  accordance  with  the  rules,  this  court  would 
not  have  interfered  (2  Daly,  329;  2  WhaH.,  309;  52 
Penn.y  125).  As  the  case  stands  he  is  entitled  to  relief  in  this 
regard. 

But  the  defendant's  counsel  suggests  that  the  evidence 
shows  that  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  the  charge,  and  therefore 
relief  should  not  be  given  by  reason  of  want  of  notice.  This 
calls  on  the  court  to  enforce  the  rules  of  the  organization  and 
try  the  party  in  a  manner  not  provided  for  by  them.  This 
position  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  tenable. 

The  expulsion  then  being  invalid,  what  about  the  weekly 
payments  which  were  then  suspended ;  can  the  right  to  recover 
them  be  passed  upon  here  I  Those  were  payable  in  case  of 
sickness  or  inability  to  work.  The  association,  by  its  rules, 
provided  a  means  of  ascertaining  the  circumstances  under 
which,  or  by  reason  of  which,  the  party  should  be  entitled. 
The  d^ree  of  sickness  or  inability  was,  in  the  very  nature  of 
the  case,  an  open  and  indefinite  matter.  How  much  depart- 
ure from  the  standard  of  full  health  would  be  necessary,  or 
what  the  standard  should  be,  or  what  would  constitute  inability 
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to  labor,  woald,  in  many  casee,  be  very  difficult  to  determine 
by  any  legal  rules. 

The  propriety,  therefore,  if  not  necessity,  of  leaving  this 
matter  to  be  determined  by  the  society  or  its  committee, 
according  to  its  own  roles,  assented  to  by  all  its  members  is, 
to  my  mind,  very  apparent.  And  as  long  as  the  society  and 
its  committee  acted  in  good  faith,  without  fraud,  their  determ- 
ination should  be  deemed  conclusive.  . 

Fraud  is  not  in  terms  alleged  in  the  complaint.  Assuming 
that  it  is  inferentiaUy,  the  question  is  whether  it  is  established 
by  the  evidence.  In  my  opinion  it  is  not.  The  case  of  plaintiff 
was  a  peculiar  one,  physicians  disagreed  about  it ;  it  was  under 
consideration  for  several  weeks  before  the  final  action  of  the 
society.  As  the  case  then  stood,  I  don't  think  fraud  or  bad 
faith  can  be  fairly  charged  against  the  society  or  its  committee. 
Their  determination,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  then 
in  a  situation  to  be  entitled  to  the  weekly  relief  is  conclusive. 
Ko  action  has  since  been  taken  by  them  on  the  subject,  or 
any  new  application  made  by  plaintiff.  If,  on  proper  applica- 
tion, they  should  refuse  to  act  or  act  in  bad  faith,  what  remedy 
the  plaintiff  would  have  is  not  necessary  to  here  determine. 

Ify  conclurfon  is  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  judgment 
declaring  the  said  expulsion  invalid  and  restoring  him  to  .all 
his  rights  as  a  member  of  said  association.  He  should  also 
recover  the  costs  of  this  action. 
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COKTLAND  COUNTY  COUET. 
People  ex  rd.  A.  D.  Bbown  agt  Van  Hoesen,  sheriff,  &c. 

JBsBcm  law — Chapter  628,  Laws  of  1857 — Execution  agaimt  the  body  vaUd 
wUhout  any  te&te  —  BeMence—Pereon  in  }aA  for  penaHtiee  for  eeUing 
liquor  not  entiOed  to  theJUbertiee  of  the  jad^  Code  of  (KoU  Procedure, 
eeetione  28,  24,  149,  1866. 

An  execution  is  valid  without  any  teste. 

A  person  in  jail  for  penalties  for  selling  liquors  in  violation  of  chapter  628 

of  the  Laws  of  1857,  is  not  entitled  to  the  liberties  of  the  Jail. 
Section  82  of  this  act,  which  provides  that  "  the  person  or  persons  against 

whom  Judgment  shall  be  rendered,  shall  not  be  entitled,  under  any 

execution  issued  on  such  Judgment,  to  the  liberties  of  the  jail,"  is  not 

repealed  by  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

September^  1881. 

A.  P.  Smith,  Cowniy  Judge,  —  On  the  first  day  of  Septem- 
ber, inst.,  upon  the  petition  of  A.  D.  Brown',  the  relator,  I 
issued  a  Mrrit  of  habeas  oorpu%  directing  the  sheriff  of  Cort- 
land connty  to  produce  before  me  this  day  the  body  of  the 
relator,  with  the  cause  of  his  imprisonment.  In  obedience 
to  this  writ  he  returns  that  he  holds  him  by  virtue  of  an  exe- 
cution against  his  body  issued  out  of  the  Cortland  county 
court,  upon  a  judgment  entered  therein  for  a  violation  of  the 
excise  law  of  1857.  This  return  is  traversed  by  the  relator, 
who  alleges  that  at  the  time  when  this  execution  was  issued 
to  the  sheriff  of  Cortland  county,  the  relator  was  not  .a  resi- 
dent of  this  county  but  resided  in  Tompkins  county,  and  that 
no  execution  against  hjs  property  was  issued  and  returned 
prior  to  the  issue  of  the  execution  on  which  he  is  imprisoned ; 
that  the  execution  on  which  he  was  arrested  is  void  because 
not  tested  according  to  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  and  that 
he  is  entitled  at  least  to  the  liberties  of  the  jail  by  reason  of 
having  tendered  to  the  sheriff  the  bond  required  by  law. 
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Mo6t  of  the  facts,  except  the  residence,  are  conceded.  The 
case  is  an  important  one  and  has  bten  ably  presented  by  both 
sides,  and  from  the  vast  number  of  authorities  cited  I  con- 
clude that  all  the  law  of  this  and  other  states  bearing  upon 
the  questions  involved  have  been  presented.  I  shall  there- 
fore give  to  the  three  questions  involved  as  much  attention  as 
my  time  wiU  permit. 

J^iret.  The  relator  insists  that  the  execution  is  void  because/ 
not  tested.    Section  23  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  pro- 
vides : 

"A  writ  or  other  process  issued  put  of  a  court  of  record 
must  be  tested  except  where  it  is  otherwise  specially  prescribed 
by  law,  in  the  name  of  a  judge  of  the  court,  on  any  day,"  &c. 

Section  24  of  the  same  Code  provides : 

"A  writ  or  other  process,  issued  out  of  a  court  of  record 
must  *  ♦  ♦  be  subscribed  or  indorsed  with  the  name  of 
the  officer  by  whose  direction  it  was  granted,  or  the  attorney 
for  the  party  or  the  person  at  whose  instance  it  was  issued. 
A  writ  or  other  process  tJms  svbscrihed  or  indorsed  is  not 
void  or  voidable  by  reason  of  having  no  seal  or  a  vyrong  seal 
thereon^  or  qfany  mistake  or  omission  in  the  tests  thereof  ^'^  dkc. 

While  undoubtedly  an  execution  is  embraced  in  the  terms 
"  writ  or  other  process,"  yet  when  we  read  the  general  requi- 
sites of  an  execution  as  contained  in  section  1866  of  the  new 
Code,  which  is  substantially  the  same  as  section  289  of  the 
old  Code,  and  find  no  provision  as  to  a  test  to  an  execution, 
and  when  we*  consider  the  fact,  that  for  over  thirty  years  the 
practice  has  prevailed  under  a  similar  provision*  of  issuing 
executions  without  a  test,  and  no  decision  can  be  found  hold- 
ing it  irregular,  though  the  Bevised  Statutes  all  that  time  con- 
tained a  similar  provision  as  to  tests  of  writs  and  processes 
(3  a.  S.  [5th  ed.\  282,  sec.  20).  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  an 
execution  is  valid  without  any  test.  And  were  this  not  so  it 
is  a  defect  not  affecting  the  rights  of  the  parties  and  is  amend- 
able by  the  court  at  any  time  when  the  question  is  raised  {Her- 
man  on  EcecutionSy  pp.  54  and  55^  sees.  67  amd  68 ;  Mclntyre 
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agt.  liowan^  8  Johns,^  144).  In  the  last  case  the  conrt  allowed 
this  very  amendment  after  the  defendant  had  been  arrested 
and  while  he  was  in  prison  on  the  process.  No  authority  to 
the  contraiy  is  produced  and  I  can  find  none. 

Second.  The  relator  claims  that  he  was  a  resident  of  Tomp- 
kins county  when  this  execution  was  issued,  and  that  no  exe- 
cution was  issued  against  his  pi-operty  to  that  county  £^nd 
returned  unsatisfied.  Up  to  the  24th  day  of  August,  1881, 
the  relator  was  and  had  been  for  years  a  resident  of  Homer. 
He  knew  of  this  judgment  On  that  day  under-sheriff 
Borthwick  called  upon  him  with  a  property  execution  and 
demanded  pay  thereon,  and  was  told  by  the  relator  that  he 
had  no  property.  This  was  in  the  forenoon.  About  three  or 
four  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  the  same  day  he  returned  the 
execution  unsatisfied.  That  same  afternoon  the  relator  took 
a  few  articles  of  personal  property  and  went  over  the  line  of 
the  county  to  McLean  and  stopped  at  the  hotel,  and  took  con- 
siderable pains  to  announce  publicly  that  he  had  established 
that  as  his  permanent  residence.  Of  course  the  plaintiffs 
knew  nothing  of  this  declaration  of  intention  to  seek  a  new 
home,  and  on  the  27th  day  of  August,  1881,  they  directed 
their  attorney  to  issue  an  execution  against  the  person  of  tho 
relator,  which  he  did,  and  on  the  twenty-ninth  day  of  August 
the  relator  having,  for  some  purpose  not  disclosed,  revisited 
the  scenes  of  his  childhood,  was  taken  at  Homer  on  the  exe- 
cution. Without  saying  more  than  to  state  the  facts  I  am 
satisfied  that  there  was  no  such  change  of  residence  as  prevented 
the  issue  of*  the  execution  to  the  sheriff  of  Cortland  county, 
and  that  this  colorable  change  of  residence,  under  the  circum- 
stances, should  not  be  permitted  to  stand  in  the  way  of  an 
enforcement  of  the  collection  of  this  judgment.  If  such 
changes  of  residence  are  to  be  recognized  by  courts,  no  lively 
man  with  a  single  trunk  can  ever  be  captured  on  a  body  exe- 
cution. The  courts  do  not  recognize  technicalities  to  aid  in 
the  defeat  of  justice.  All  rules  are  made  with  a  view  to  pro- 
moting justice,  and  where  they  are  sought  to  be  evaded,  as  is 
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apparent  here,  the  courts  must  diregard  the  evisifiion,  and 
determine  the  question  as  thongh  no  evasion  had  been 
attempted. 

Third.  The  only  remaining  question  is  whether  a  person  in 
jail  for  penalties  for  selling  liquors  in  violation  of  chapter 
628  of  the  Laws  of  1857  is  entitled  to  the  liberties  of  the 
jail.    By  section  32  of  that  act  it  is  provided  : 

"  Sec.  32.  In  any  judgment  rendered  or  recovered  on  any 
bond  to  be  given  under  this  act,  or  for  any  penalty  incurred 
under  this  act,  the  person  or  persons  against  whom  such  judg- 
ment shall  be  rendered  shall  not  be  entitled,  under  any  exe- 
cution issued  on  such  judgment  to  the  liberties  of  the  jail." 

The  execution  on  which  the  relator  is  held  was  issued  under 
this  act  for  penalties  incurred  thereunder,  and  is  therefore 
subject  to  the  provisions  thereof  unless  this  action  is  repealed 
by  subsequent  l^slation. 

The  relator  contends  that  this  section  is  repealed  by  the  new 
Code  which  provides : 

"  Sec.  149.  A  person  in  the  custody  of  a  sheriff  by  virtue 
of  an  order  of  arrest ;  or  6t  an  execution  in  a  civil  action ;  or 
in  consequence  of  a  surrender  in  exoneration  of  his  bail,  is 
entitled  to  be  admitted  to  the  liberties  of  the  jail  upon  exe- 
cuting a  bond  to  the  sheriff  as  prescribed  in  the  next  section. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  bond  specified  in  the  next  section 
was  tendered  to  the  sheriff  and  he  was  requested  to  allow 
the  relator  the  liberties  of  the  jail,  which  he  refused  to  do, 
and  the  question  to  be  considered  is  whether  in  such  refusal 
he  war.  justified  by  the  law.  In  other  words,  does  section  149 
of  the  new  Code  repeal  section  32  of  chapter  628  of  the  Iaws 
of  1857.  The  last  Code  provides  nothing  new  upon  this  sub- 
ject. The  Eevised  Statutes  (3  JS.  S.  [pth  ^.]),  783,  sec.  61, 
provided :  "Every  person  who  shall  be  in  the  custody  of  the 
sheriff  of  any  county  by  virtue  «  *  *  and  of  any 
execution  in  a  civil  action  *  *  ♦  gjjiall  be  entitled 
to  be  admitted  to  the  liberties  of  the  jail,  &c.,  upon  executing 
a  bond,"  &c    This  was  the  law  when  the  act  of  1857  was 
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pafified  and  has  been  the  general  law  in  this  state,  at  least  since 
1813,  subject  to  the  modification  of  statutes  upon  special  sub- 
jects passed  from  time  to  time,  like  the  act  of  1857.  The 
codifiere  in  charge  of  the  new  Code  did  not  propose  to  frame 
new  laws.  They  were  appointed  for  the  purpose  of  codify- 
ing and  bringing  into  harmony  the  laws  then  existing.  In 
doing  so  they  have  largely,  as  in  this  case,  drawn  upon  the 
old  and  scattered  statutes,  employing  the  very  language  of 
those  statutes  and  very  clearly  marking  and  specifying  the 
statutes  which  should  be  repealed,  and  only  changing  those 
the  interpretation  placed  upon  which  seemed  to  demand  such 
change.  And  lest  it  might  be  held  that  certain  statutes  had 
been  repealed  by  implication,  the  legislature,  on  the  10th  day 
of  May,  1880,  passed  an  act  specifying  the  acts  and  parts  of 
acts  repealed  {Laws  of  1880,  chap.  245,  vol.  1,  p.  367,  dkc). 
An  examination  of  that  act  will  show  that  while  certain  acts 
passed  in  1857,  and  certain  parts  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  are 
repealed,  this  provision,  that  violators  of  the  excise  law  should 
not  have  the  liberties  of  the  jail,  is  not  mentioned,  and  ' 
nowhere  in  the  new  Code  or  any  enactment  to  which  my 
attention  has  been  directed  has  this  provision  been  mentioned. 
While  it  was  the  law  that  all  persons  imprisoned  in  civil 
actions  should  be  granted  jail  liberties  on  giving  a  bond  to 
the  sherife,  the  legislature  in  1857  deemed  It  proper  to  eay 
that  an  exception  should  be  made  against  any  who  should  be 
found  guilty  of  a  violation  of  the  excise  law,  and  the  single 
qu^tion  is  whether  the  legislature  that  passed  the  new  Code 
has  shown  any  intention  to  repeal  that  wise  exception.  I  say 
wise,  because  any  act  that  takes  out  the  element  of  close  con- 
finement from  the  penalty  for  violation  of  the  excise  law  robs 
it  of  its  most  sacred  and  binding  force.  The  legislature  well 
understood  that  the  great  mass  of  those  who  would  violate  the 
excise  law  were  pecuniarily  irresponsible.  If  they  could 
obtain  the  liberties  of  the  jail,  no  matter  how  many  judgments 
were  piled  up  against  them,  they  might  continue  to  defy  pnb- 
Uc  sentiment  and  the  law,  and  while  the  judgment  was  being 
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enforced  by  the  nominal  imprisonment  of  the  law's  violator^ 
he  might  still  be  enjoying  the  profits  of  fresh  violations.  It 
was  a  wise  provision  of  law  which  made  this  state  of  things 
impossible,  and  nothing  bat  the  clearest  intent  on  the  part  of 
a  sabseqnent  legislature  to  repeal  it  should  be  recognized. 
We  have  seen  that  it  has  not  been  directly  repealed.  Has  it 
been  repealed,  as  claimed  by  the  relator,  by  implication  %  The 
repeal  of  a  statute  when  not  done  directly  must  be  gathered 
from  some  indicated  intention  of  the  legislature.  What  is 
there  in  the  acts  passed  subsequent  to  1857,  showing  an  inten- 
tion to  repeal  the  provisions  of  section  32  of  chapter  628  ?  It 
IB  not  mentioned  in  any  subsequent  act  as  being  repealed ;  it 
is  not  referred  to  in  the  repealing  act  of  1880;  it  is  not 
referred  to  in  the  new  Oode ;  the  provisions  of  section  149 
above  quoted  are  the  same  as  those  in  existence  when  the  act 
of  1857  was  passed,  they  have  only  been  rewritten  and  collated 
in  the  codification  of  the  laws.  Had  a  new  law  been  passed 
creating  the  provisions  of  section  149,  the  question  would 
have  been  more  difficult,  for  we  might  have  said  that  the  pas- 
sage of  this  new  provision  showed  an  intention  on  the  part  of 
the  legislature  to  repeal  the  old.  But  this  is  not  the  case. 
The  codifiers  simply  republish  a  law  older  than  the  codifiers 
themselves.  But  suppose  it  had  been  a  new  provision,  how 
then  would  the  matter  stand  ?  A  repeal  of  statutes  by  impli- 
cation is  not  favored  by  the  courts.  The  cases  upon  Uiat 
point  are  very  numerous.  I  need  but  mention  a  few  {People 
agt  Smith,  69  N.  T.,  175 ;  Matter  of  Convre.  qf  Central 
Parky  50  iT.  F.,  498 ;  Matter  of  the  Evergreme^  47  N.  F., 
216 ;  PurseU  agt.  N,  T.  Life  Ins,  and  Trust  Co.,  10  Jonee 
it  &j  883 ;  People  agt.  Qmgg,  59  iT.  F.,  83). 

I  have  carefully  examined  the  numerous  authorities  cited 
by  the  attorney  for  the  relator  and  find  no  conflict  in  the  law. 
TbxiB  in  Dash  agt.  Van  Kleeck  (7  John.,  4tl7)  the  court  held  that 
the  subsequent  act  introduced  a  new  rule  of  law,  and  thus 
showed  an  intention  in  the  legislature  to  repeal  the  former 
law.    The  same  may  be  said  of  Wood  agt.  WelUngton  (30  HT.. 
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7.,  218),  and  all  the  other  cases  cited  by  relator.  In  the  case 
nnder  consideration  the  law  claimed  to  be  repealed  by  the 
Code  is  one  relating  especially  to  one  specific  subject — the 
restriction  of  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors.  It  is  in  that 
sense  a  special  statute.  On  a  review  of  all  the  authorities  I 
am  satisfied  that  the  true  rule  as  laid  down  by  the  court  of 
appeals  in  50  New  York,  497,  is  applicable  to  this  case.  "  The 
law  does  not  favor  a  repeal  of  statutes  by  implication.  *  * 
A  special  and  local  stBtnte  providing  for  a  particular  case  or 
otoM  of  cases  is  not  partially  repealed  or  amended  as  to  some 
of  its  provisions  by  a  statute  general  in  its  terms,  provisions 
and  application,  unless  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to 
repeal  or  alter  the  particular  law  is  manifest,  although  the 
terms  of  the  general  act  would,  taken  strictly  and  but  for  the 
special  law,  include  the  case  or  cases  provided  for  by  it " 
{Oapeu  agt.  Olover^  4t  Mass.j  305).  I  find  no  evidence  of  any 
intent,  express  or  implied,  to  repeal  the  provision  of  the  act 
of  1857.  It  follows  that  any  one  imprisoned  on  a  body  execu- 
tion issued  on  a  judgment  for  penalties  incurred  for  violations 
of  the  excise  law,  is  not  entitled  to  the  liberties  of  the  jail 
and  the  sheriff  of  Cortland  county  was  right  in  refusing  them 
to  the  relator. 

The  relator  is  "  detained  in  custody  by  virtue  of  the  final 
judgment  of  a  competent  court  of  civil  jurisdiction  and  the 
execution  issued  upon  such  judgment,"  and  in  such  case  the 
statute  requires  all  courts  to  forthwith  remand  such  party  (3 
JR.  S.  {6th  ed.']y  878,  sec.  55).  An  order  will  be  entered 
accordingly. 
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Mabgaret  Finn  agt.  Timothy  Finn. 

Dworee — acUon  for — Drferndant  resuU  upon  the  ground  that  the  relation  qf 
htuband  and  wife  necer  easkted  between  them,  and  aeks  thai  the  contract  of 
marriage  entered  into  by  them  he  declared  nuU  and  wid — Evidence  of  for 
mer  marriage  of  defendant — Eetoppei—  Affirmative  r^ief-^  Code  of  OM 
Procedure,  eeetiontiO^. 

The  defendant,  in  1848,  contracted  a  legal  marriage  with  Catharine  Mur- 
phy, at  London,  England,  which  still  subsists.  The  defendant  emigrated 
to  the  United  States  in  1849,  and  in  18S0,  at  the  city  of  Elmira,  he  and 
the  plaintiff  entered  into  a  marriage  contract,  and  afterwards  cohabited 
as  husband  and  wife,  at  that  city,  until  1860,  when  the  first  wife  appeared 
at  Elmira.  The  parties  immediately  s^arated,  the  plaintiff  resumed 
and  has  ever  since  used  her  maiden  name.  The  defendant  conveyed 
all  his  property  to  the  plaintiff  and  left  the  state.  About  1863  the 
defendant  retum<»d  to  Elmira,  and  entered  into  a  contract  relating  to 
property  with  the  plaintiff,  under  her  maiden  name.  Since  the  separa- 
tion in  1860  the  parties  have  not  lived  together  as  husband  and  wife, 
but  both  parties  have  resided  at  that  city  as  unmarried  persons.  Shortly 
before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  the  defendant  commenced  to 
live  and  cohabit  with  another  woman.  At  the  time  of  the  intermarriage 
of  the  parties  the  plaintiff  had  no  knowledge  of  the  prior  marriage  of 
the  defendant  The  plaintiff  asks  for  a  divorce  upon  the  ground  of 
adultery,  which  the  defendant  resists  upon  the  ground  that  the  relation 
of  husband  and  wife  never  existed  between  them,  and  asks  that  the 
contract  of  marriage  entered  into  by  them  be  declared  null  and  void. 
The  celebration  of  a  marriage  contract  between  the  parties  to  this 
action,  their  subsequent  cohabitation  as  husband  and  wife,  and  subse- 
quent sexual  intercourse  between  the  defendant  and  another  woman, 
is  established.  As  a  defense,  and  as  a  ground  for  a  decree  of  nullity, 
the  defendant  established,  by  undisputed  evidence,  that  at  the  time  of 
the  marriage  he  had  a  living  wife: 

Held,  that  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife  lies  at  the  very  foundation  of 
a  divorce  a  vinculo,  and  it  must  be  affirmatively  established  before  a 
Judgment  of  divorce  can  be  rendered. 

Hdd,  also,  that  a  marriage  contract  entered  into  by  a  person  having  a 
husband  or  wife  living,  with  a  third  person,  is  utterly  void. 

HM,  also,  that  the  evidence  of  the  former  marriage  was  comi)etent  in 
this  case,  and,  it  being  established,  is  a  defense  to  the  action.  When 
the  plaintiff  established  the  solemnization  of  a  marriage  contract  between 
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the  parties,  the  defendant  was  not  estopped  from  proving  the  former 
marriage,  nor  was  he  estopped  from  asserting  the  fact  as  a  defense. 
Seld,  further,  that  under  section  501  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  in 
an  action  for  divorce  a  vinculo,  a  defendant  may  have  affirmative  relief. 

Chenango  Special  Term,  August,  1878. 

Septembeb  23,  1848,  the  defendant  contracted  a  legal 
marriage  with  Catharine  Murphy,  at  London,  England,  which 
still  BubeistB. 

In  the  spring  of  1849,  the  defendant  emigrated  to  the 
TJnited  States.  October  16,  1850,  at  the  city  of  Elmira,  he 
and  the  plaintiff  entered  into  a  marriage  contract,  and  after- 
wsu^B  cohabited  as  hnsband  and  wife  at  that  city,  until  1860, 
when  the  first  wife  appeared  at  Elmira. 

The  parties  immediately  separated,  the  plaintiff  i^nmed 
imd  hafi  ever  since  used  her  maiden  name.  The  defendant  con- 
reyed  all  of  his  property  to  the  plaintiff  and  left  the  State. 
About  1863  the  defendant  returned  to  Elmira  and  entered 
into  a  contract  relating  to  property  with  the  plaintiff  under 
her  maiden  name.  Since  the  separation,  in  1860,  the  parties 
have  not  lived  together  as  husband  and  wife.  Since  the 
defendant  returned  to  Elmira,  both  parties  have  resided  at 
that  city  as  unmarried  persons.  Shortly  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action,  the  defendant  commenced  to  live 
and  cohabit  with  another  woman. 

At  the  time  of  the  intermarriage  of  the  parties,  the  plain- 
tiff had  no  knowledge  of  the  prior  marriage  of  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiff  aaks  for  a  divorce  upon  the  ground  of  adultery, 
which  the  defendant  resists  upon  the  ground  that  the  relation 
of  husband  and  wife  never  existed  between  them,  and  asks 
that  the  contract  of  marriage  entered  into  by  them  be  declared 
null  and  void. 

John  T.  Davidsany  for  plaintiff. 

S.  Boardman  Smithy  for  defendant. 
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FoLLBTT,  c7.  —  The  celebration  of  a  marriage  contract 
between  the  parties  to  this  action,  their  subsequent  cohabita- 
tion as  husband  and  wife,  and  subsequent  sexual  intercourse 
between  the  defendant  and  another  woman,  is  established. 

As  a  defense,  and  as  a  ground  for  a  decree  of  nullity,  the 
defendant  established  by  undisputed  evidence  that  at  the  time 
of  the  marriage  he  had  a  living  wife.  The  statutes  (2  R,  S., 
139,  sec  5)  declare  the  contract  between  the  parties  to  this 
action  "  absolutely  void." 

The  rule  was  the  same  at  common  law,  and  under  such  a 
eontraot,  the  parties  do  not  become  husband  and  wife  defousto 
{JRicldlesdon  agt.  Hogwn^  Croket?  JEliz.^  658 ;  Fenton  agt. 
Reed^  4  Johnaon^  62;  Williamson  agt.  Parisio/n^  1  Johns. 
Ch.,  389;  2  Kenfs  Com.,  79;  1  BlaoksUme's  Com.,  436.) 
The  relation  of  husband  and  wife  lies  at  the  very  foundation 
of  a  ^lYorei^  a  vinculo,  and  it  must  be  affirmatively  established 
before  a  judgment  of  divorce  can  be  rendered.  A  divorce  is 
only  granted  for  causes  occurring  while  the  relation  of  husband 
and  wife  exists,  and  it  presupposes  and  affirms  the  pre-exist^ 
ence  of  a  valid  marriage  {Manjue  agt.  Ma/njue,  1  Mass.,  240 ; 
Zule  agt  Zvle^  Saetton,  N.  J.,  96;  Dobbs  agt.  Dobbs,  8 
Hdwards  Ch.j  877;  Pugsley  agt.  Pugsley,  9  Paige,  689; 
Mf^fhew  agt  MayKefw,  2  PhUlimore^  11 ;  Bird  agt.  Bird,  1 
Lee,  628). 

So  utterly  void  is  a  marriage  contract  entered  into  by  a 
person  having  a  husband  or  wife  living,  with  a  third  person, 
that  the  third  person  may  enter  into  a  new  marriage  contract 
without  a  decree  declaring  the  prohibited  marriage  void.  This 
marriage  is  no  impediment  to  a  valid  marriage  by  the  plain- 
tiff with  another  person  {JPoMerson  agt.  Oa/ines,  6  How  [  U. 
S.\  560;  Oahves  agt.  Relf,  12  How.  [U.  8.1,  472 ;  1  Bishop 
on  Ma/rriage  amd  Dvoorce  [5M  ed.'],  see.  299). 

I  do  not  understand  that  the  plaintiff's  counsel  controverts 
any  of  the  above  stated  elementary  principles  of  law.  But 
he  insists  that  when  the  plaintiff  established  the  solemnization 
of  a  marriage  contract  between  the  parties,  the  defendant  wa6 
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estopped  from  proving  the  prior  marriage,  and  though  proved, 
the  defendant  is  estopped  from  asserting  the  fact  as  a  defense. 
An  estoppel  is  a  conclusive  admission  which  cannot  be  denied 
or  controverted. 

Between  persons,  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  is  applied  to  pre- 
vent the  proof  or  assertion  of  the  trath,  as  a  means  of  pro* 
moting  justice.    But  it  has  no  application  to  this  action. 

The  most  solemn  admission  which  a  party  can  make,  that  he 
has  committed  adultery,  is  sufficient  to  authorize  a  judgment 
of  divorce.    The  state  will  not  permit  an  estoppel. 

To  marriage  contracts,  and  to  actions  for  their  dissolution, 
there  are  three  interested  parties,  the  state,  the  man,  and  the 
woman.  Unlike  other  contracts  they  cannot  be  entered  into 
at  the  discretion  or  caprice  of  the  contracting  parties,  nor  dis- 
solved by  mutual  agreement. 

All  civilized  governments  reserve  the  right  to  prohibit  the 
intermarriage  of  certain  persons,  and  the  right  to  determine 
when  the  marriage  relation  legally  entered  into  may  be  dis- 
solved. 

A  distinction  is  made  by  the  statutes  of  this  state  between 
marriage  contracts  which  are  void  and  voidable.  Those  which 
are  voidable  for  fraud  or  duress,  cannot  be  declared  so  upon 
the  application  of  the  person  perpetrating  the  fraud  (2  R,  aSI, 
143,  sec,  30).  But  by  section  22,  2  Eevised  Statute,  142,  it  is 
expressly  provided  that  either  party  may  apply  for  a  judg- 
ment of  nullity  in  case  either  has  a  husband  or  wife  living  at 
the  time  of  the  marriage.  Under  this  section  such  a  marriage 
has  been  declared  void  upon  the  application  of  the  guilty 
party  (Anonymous,  15  Ahb.  If.  S.,  171,  307,  311).  The  dis- 
tinction between  void  and  voidable  marriages  as  affecting  the 
right  of  the  guilty  party  to  apply  for  a  decree  of  nullity,  is 
recognized  in  Norton  agt.  Teaion  (3  PhiUvmore,  161)  ;  Por^ 
der  agt.  Graham  (4  Florida^  28) ;  Bishop  on  Ma/rriage  cmd 
Divorce  {5th  ed,j  sec.  300).  In  Ponder  agt.  Graham  the 
parties  entered  into  a  marriage  contract  with  full  knowledge 
that  the  wife  had  a  living  husband.    After  living  together  as 
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husband  and  wife  for  fifteen  years,  the  man  died,  leaving  a 
will,  by  which  he  made  provision  for,  and  recognized  the 
woman  as  his  wife ;  she  refused  to  accept  the  provisions  of 
the  will,  and  brought  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  her  inter- 
est in  the  estate  as  widow.  The  executor  defended  upon  the 
ground  that  the  marriage  was  nuU  and  void.  The  doctrine 
of  estoppel  was  sought  to  be  applied  and  it  was  said  :  ^^  The 
doctrine  of  estoppel  has  no  application  to  the  case.  It  is  not 
denied  that  as  respects  third  persons,  a  man  who  lives  with 
a  woman,  and  holds  her  out  as  his  wife,  is  estopped  from 
denying  it  when  charged  with  liabilities  as  her  husband,  but 
it  cannot  affect  the  rights  of  property,  even  as  between  them- 
selves. 

'*  When  any  civil  disability,  as  prior  marriage  exists,  the 
marriage  is  void  absolutely,  and  no  civil  rights  can  be  acquired 
under  it,  and  it  may  be  inquired  of  in  any  court  where  rights 
are  asserted  under  it,  though  the  parties  be  dead. 

''  It  is  competent  for  a  party  to  set  up  the  nuUity  of  his  first 
marriage  in  bar  of  a  sentence  praying  the  nullity  of  the  second 
marriage  {^Shdford^  332).  Either  of  the  parties  to  a  marriage, 
or  the  parent  or  guardian  of  either  of  the  parties,  or  any  other 
persons  interested  may  apply  to  the  court,  and  they  have  a  right 
to  a  declaratory  sentence,  and  it  is  upon  the  ground  that  the 
public,  as  well  as  the  parties  in  interest,  have  a  right  to  know 
the  real  character  of  these  domestic  relations  "  {Shelf ord,  334). 
In  this  case,  both  parties  having  knowledge  of  the  impedi- 
ment, it  is  different  from  the  one  at  bar ;  but  if  no  civil  rights 
can  be  acquired  under  such  a  marriage  there  is  nothing  for  an 
estoppel  to  act  in  favor  of.  Courts  for  the  promotion  of  private 
justice  in  a  given  case,  ought  not  to  adopt  a  rule  of  evidence, 
or  so  apply  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  as  to  render  valid  a  mar- 
riage (through  the  acts  of  the  parties  operating  by  way  of 
estoppel),  which  the  statute  expressly  prohibits  and  declares 
nuU  and  void,  as  eontraiy  to  pnWic  policy,  and  leading  to 
social  evils  which  the  state  has  an  interest  in  preventing. 
Should  it  appear  in  an  undefended  action  that  the  marriage 
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sought  to  be  dissolved  was  null  and  void,  it  would  be  the  duty 
of  the  court  to  refuse  a  divorce,  otherwise  it  would  afBrm  as 
valid  that  which  the  statute  declares  void.  If  the  doctrine 
of  estoppel  can  be  applied  to  this  case,  it  could  to  an  incest- 
nous  marriage,  if  one  of  the  parties  were  innocent.  A  decree 
of  divorce  declaring  this  marriage  valid,  and  dissolving  it, 
would  not  affect  the  fitatvs  of  the  first,  or  true  wife. 

A  divorce  for  the  adultery  of  the  husband  does  not  deprive 
the  wife  of  her  right  to  dower  in  real  estate  acquired  previous 
to  the  decree  (ITat^agt.  Wait^  4  N.  Y.^  95). 

Both  wives  surviving  the  defendant,  both  would  be  entitled 
to  dower.  I  can  find  no  case  where  the  doctrine  of  estoppel 
has  been  applied  in  support  of  a  contract,  or  relation,  which 
is  both  mcAufn  in  ee  and  malum  prohibitum. 

The  doctrine  of  estoppel  was  rejected  in  Hobbins  agt.  Pad- 
ter  (98  Ma88.^  682) ;  Holmsa  agt.  Holm^ea  (4  La/nsvng^  388), 
as  inapplicable  to  actions  affecting  the  8tat'*is  of  husband  and 
wife. 

In  Johnson  agt.  Johnson  (1  Caldwell^  626),  the  doctrine  was 
applied  to  support  a  marriage  entered  into  between  parties 
competent  to  enter  into  the  marriage  relation,  but  the  distinc- 
tion that  no  legal  disability  existed,  is  recognized  in  this  case, 
I  think,  upon  principle  and  authority  that  the  evidence  of  the 
former  marriage  was  competent,  and  it  being  established  is  a 
defense  to  the  action. 

Can  affirmative  relief  be  granted,  and  the  status  of  the 
parties  be  determined  in  this  action?  The  Oode  {pldy  sec. 
160;  newy  sec,  601)  provides  that:  "A  cause  of  action  aris- 
ing out  of  a  contract  or  transaction  set  forth  in  the  complaint 
as  the  foundation  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  or  connected  with 
the  subject  of  the  action,  may  be  the  subject  of  affirmative 
relief  in  favor  of  a  defendant."  Under  this  and  the  preced- 
ing and  the  subsequent  sections,  it  has  been  held  (and  very 
recently  in  the  third  department),  that  in  an  action  for  divorce 
a  vinculo  a  defendant  may  have  affirmative  relief  (t/.  TT.  B, 
agt.  F.  D.  B.,  11  N.  Y.  legal  Obs.,  360 ;  Anonymous,  17 
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Ahb.,  48  ;  LesUe  agt.  Leslie,  11  AU.  [N.  /S.]'  311 ;  Fullmer 
agt.  Fullmer,  6  iT.  F.  WV<?%  />t^<?*^,  22-42).  Opposed  to 
theee  is  the  case  of  JS.  K  IT.  agt.  S.  H.  (40  Barb.,  9),  in 
ifebich  JoHifsoN,  J.,  dissented. 

The  right  of  affirmative  relief  does  not  depend  npon  the 
solution  of  the  mnch  controverted  qnestion,  whether  the 
duties  and  obligations  imposed  by  marriage  arise  out  of  a  con- 
tinuing contract,  or  out  of  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife, 
which  some  writers  maintain  merges  the  contract  into  a  higher 
gtatue. 

The  subject  of  the  plaintiff's  action  is  the  alleged  marriage 
relation  between  the  parties,  and  .a  violation  of  the  duties 
imposed  by  it. 

The  defense  arises  out  of  the  alleged  relation  and  is  closely 
connected  with  the  subject  of  the  plaintiff's  action. 

A  decree  cannot  be  framed  without  containing  a  conclusion 
that  the  marriage  between  the  parties  is  a  nullity,  and  a  judg- 
ment so  declaring  it,  logically  and  necessarily  follows.  It  has 
been  held  that  if  a  marriage  be  adjudged  void,  alimony  can- 
not be  granted  (2  Waits  Actions  amd  Dffeneee,  604,  and 
caees  there  cited ;  2  Bishop  on  Marriage  and  Divorce  [6th 
edJ],  sec,  376,  and  cases  there  cited).  The  plaintiff  has  a  right 
of  action  for  the  recovery  of  any  damages  sustained  by  reason 
of  the  defendant's  conduct  {Blosom  agt.  Barret,  37  iV.  Y., 
434),  which  is  inconsistent  with  a  right  to  alimony.  She  is 
not  entitled  to  both. 

In  matrimonial  actions,  upon  the  coming  in  of  the  referee's 
report  if  the  cause  has  been  imperfectly  tried,  or  competent 
evidence  excluded,  a  new  trial  may  be  ordered.  But  if  no 
necessity  for  a  new  trial  appears,  the  court  should  render  a 
judgment  upon  the  evidence  and  report,  confirming,  over- 
ruling or  modifying  the  conclusions  of  the  referee  {Code, 
sec.  1229,  rule  88 ;  3  Waifs  Pr.,  888 ;  Block  v.  Rider,  47 
Bow.  Pr.,  90). 

In  1860  the  plaintiff  received  a  transfer  of  the  defendant's 
property.  She  has  lain  by  for  sixteen  years  without  seeking 
Vol.  LXI.         12 
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a  decree  of  nnllitj.  By  an  order  she  has  received  $100 
towards  the  expenses  of  this  action,  and  five  dollars  per  week 
since  May  29,  1876,  and  she  is  not  entitled  to  further  costs. 
The  defendant's  conduct  does  not  entitle  him  to  costs. 


N.  Y.  MARINE  COURT. 
Calvin  E.  Woolwoeth  et  al.  agt.  Mabt  A.  Taylor. 

Eso^cution  where  real  property  ?uu  been  attached — what  the  command  to  the 
sheriff  should  require — Mtecution  and  sheriffs  eerUfieaies  of  sale,  if  incor- 
rect, may  he  amended  in  accordance  with  notice  of  sale —  Code  of  OivU  Pro- 
cedure, seetums  649,  708,  1809. 

In  issuing  an  execution  in  a  case  where  real  property  has  been  attached, 
the  command  to  the  sheriff  should,  among  other  things,  require  him  to 
satisfy  the  judgment  out  of  the  real  property  belonging  to  the  judgment 
debtor  "  on  the  day  when  the  attachment  was  levied  thereon,"  and  on 
the  day  when  the  judgment  was  so  docketed. 

In  this  respect  sections  649,  708  (sul>.  2)  and  1369  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure are  all  to  have  operation  in  harmony. 

Where  the  notice  of  sale  is  correct  as  to  date  of  the  attachment  lien,  the 
execution  and  certificates  of  sale  made  thereon  may,  if  inaccurate,  be 
amende^,  nunc  pro  tunc,  to  conform  to  the  fact 

Special  Term^  Septemher^  1881. 

Motion  by  purchaser  to  compel  the  sheriff  to  amend  certiii* 
cate  of  sale,  and  for  other  relief,  &c. 


Smith  dk  Bovrma/n^  for  petitioner. 

KnoQo  dk  McZecm^  for  sheriff. 

MoAdam,  J.  —  The  petition  shows  that  the  real  estate 
described  in  the  certificates  of  sale  was,  on  the  22d  day  of  July, 
1880,  duly  levied  upon  by  the  sheriff,  under  the  warrant  of  ^ 
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attachment  iasned  herein  on  that  day.  This  levy  created  a 
lien  upon  such  property  {Code  of  Civil  Pro.y  sec.  649),  which 
was  enforceable  by  sale  nnder  the  execution  subsequently 
issued  upon  the  judgment  {Code  of  Civil  Pro.y  sec.  708,  sub. 
2).  The  notice  of  sale  refers  to  the  date  of  such  lien  (July 
22,  1880),  and  offers  for  sale  "  all  the  right,  title  and  interest 
which  the  judgment  debtor  had  in  said  property  on  that  day," 
and  this  is  the  title  which  the  petitioner  purchased. 

The  sherifPs  certificates  purport  to  convey  the  right,  title 
and  interest  which  the  judgment  debtor  had  in  the  property 
*'  on  the  26th  of  July,  1880,"  the  day  on  which  the  judgment 
was  docketed.  This  is  incorrect,  because  it  is  not  in  accord- 
ance with  the  notice  of  sale.  The  certificates  must,  therefore, 
be  amended  so  as  to  conform  to  the  fact.  The  language  of 
the  command  in  the  execution  probably  led  to  the  error.  By 
this  the  sheriff  is,  among  other  things,  directed  to  satisfy  the 
judgment  "  out  of  the  real  property  in  (his)  county  belonging 
to  such  judgment  debtor  on  the  day  when  the  judgment  was 
80  docketed."  It  should  have  read  "out  of  the  real  property 
in  (his)  county  belonging  to  such  judgment  debtor,  on  the  22d 
day  of  July,  1880,  when  the  attachment  issued  herein  was 
levied  thereon,  and  on  the  day  when  the  judgment  was  so 
docketed."  The  execution  is  the  authority  for  the  sale,  and 
it  ought  to  be  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  embrace  every 
interest  intended  to  be  sold.  The  omission  may  be  supplied, 
however,  by  amendment  ntmc  pro  timCy  under  the  prayer  for 
other  relief  (  WilUams  agt.  Rogers^  5  Johns.^  163 ;  Same  agt. 
Hogehoom^  22  Wev^.^  648 ;  Boyd  agt.  Vcmderkempy  1  Barb. 
Ch.j  278 ;  Holmes  agt.  WiUiams,  3  Cm.,  98 ;  8.  6'.,  Col.  cfe 
Cat.  Cases  J  449 ;  Code  of  Oiml  Pro.,  sec.  721).  The  execu- 
tion as  directed  to  be  amended  will  intelligently  comprehend 
the  lien  created  by  the  levy  of  the  attachment,  as  well  as  that 
created  by  the  docketing  of  the  judgment.  In  this  respect 
sections  649,  708  {^.  2)  and  1369  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure are  all  to  have  operation  in  harmony  {see  Ansonia 
Brass  and  Copper  Co.  agt.  N.  Y.  Lamp  Chimney  Co.,  53 
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iT.  T.,  125).     TbuB  oonstrued  and  practically  acted  upon,  the 
direction  to  the  sheriff  becomes  intelligible,  and  his  duty  is 
made  dear.    The  amendment  of  the  execation  is  first  in  order, 
and  the  other  follows  as  of  course. 
So  ordered* 


SUPKEME  COURT. 
Loms  Flbibchmaitn  agt  Fbedebigk  SomjOEicAior. 

Ib^ade-mark  —  "  Vienna  hrsad  "  —  ii^ncUan  —  rigM  to  vm  of  word  a$  a 

trade-^nark. 

The  plaintiff,  who  first  applied  the  word  "Vienna"  to  baked  bread  and 
other  articles,  having  been  engaged  in  the  manufacture  in  the  city  of 
New  York  of  an  article  know  as  *'  Vienna  bread,"  and  which  he  has 
for  many  years  past  sold  with  a  label  thereon  containing  the  words 
'*  Vienna  Model  Bakery,"  can  maintain  an  action  restraining  the  use  by 
other  parties  of  a  label  in  imitation  of  his  own,  and  in  particular  from 
applying  the  "  Vienna  "  to  baked  articles. 

Special  Termj  Aitgustj  1881. 

AcnoN  for  a  perpetual  injunction  restraining  the  use  bj 
defendant  of  a  trade-mark. 

I^raser  <&  JUinor^  for  plaintiff. 

0.  SpvrOj  for  defendant. 

Van  Vokst,  J. —  This  is  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff 
to  restrain  the  nse  of  his  trade-mark  by  the  defendant.  The 
plaintiff  is  a  manufacturer  in  the  city  of  New  York  of  an 
article  known  as  "  Vienna  bread,"  and  which  he  has  for  many 
years  past  sold  with  a  label  thereon  containing  these  words : 
"  Fleischmann,  Vienna  Model  Bakery,  Broadway  and  Tenth 
street,  New  York.  Patent  applied  for."  Since  the  plaintiff 
introduced  his  article,  and  after  it  had  gone  into  general  use, 
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the  defendant  oommenoed  to  manufacture  and  has  continued  to 
sell  bread  in  loaves  of  a  form  similar  to  those  of  plaintiff,  with  a 
label  thereon  containing  the  words :  '^  Schnckmann's  Genuine 
Vienna  Bakerj,  154  East  fifty-fourth  street,  New  York." 

It  is  the  use  of  this  label  by  defendant  which  the  plaintiff 
seeks  to  enjoin.  The  rights  of  the  parties  respectively  will 
be  best  disposed  of  by  a  consideration,  first,  of  the  facts  as 
they  are  disclosed  by  the  evidence,  and  when  ftiej  are  ascer- 
tained there  will  be  but  little  difSculty  in  applying  the  princi- 
ples, legal  and  equitable,  which  the  facts  call  for. 

At  the  centennial  exhibition,  in  1876,  Gaff,  Fleischmann  & 
Co.,  under  the  management  of  the  plaintiff,  first  applied 
the  .  word  "  Vienna "  to  baked  bread  and  other  articles. 
Upon  the  termination  of  that  exhibition,  plaintiff,  who  is  by 
birth  an  Austrain,  having  purchased  from  the  manufacturer, 
Fleischmann,  the  exclusive  right  to  use  the  word  "  Vienna," 
in  connection  with  baked  articles,  commenced  on  his  own 
account  a  manufactory  of  bread  on  the  comer  of  Broadway 
and  Tenth  street.  To  bring  his  bread  and  other  articles 
manufactured  by  him  from  flour  into  notice  he  expended  a 
considerable  sum  of  money.  He  brought  bakers  from  Vienna 
and  procured  his  flour  from  the  best  mills.  He  advertised 
his  products  and  employed  agents.  The  defendant  was  him- 
self at  one  time  an  agent  of  the  plaintiff. 

In  1878  he  employed  a  lithographer  to  design  an  appro- 
priate label  to  be  attached  to  each  loaf  of  bread,  and  the  label 
upon  which  the  words  first  above  given  are  printed  was  pro- 
duced. This  label  the  plaintiff  has  ever  since  used,  and  his 
bread  is  known  in  the  market  by  the  label.  Bread  made  in 
Vienna  is  favorably  known,  but  it  is  not  sold  there  under  a 
distinctive  name  as  such,  nor  is  the  form  of  loaf  adopted  by 
plaintiff  in  use  there. 

Plaintiff  also  manufactures  an  article  called  by  him  ^'Ameri- 
can bread."  Both  kinds  are,  however,  made  from  the  same 
quality  of  flouTi  but  the  way  in  which  the  floor  is  turned  into 
dough  and  afterward  into  thread  differs. 
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The  "  Vienna  bread  "  differs  from  other  kinds  manufactured 
by  plaintiff,  and  purchasers  know  it  by  its  external  form  and 
its  label,  and  upon  eating  it  they  know  its  distinctive  quality. 

The  plaintiff's  label  was  intended  by  the  lithographer,  and 
was  produced  by  him,  as  an  original  design.  The  impression 
on  the  paper  is  panel-shaped,  comers  curved  inwardly  forming 
a  part  of  a  black  line  border  having  continued  perforations 
beyond  the  border,  to  indicate  the  edge,  so  as  to  be  readily 
separated  for  use.  The  label  is  an  inch  and  one-quarter  in 
length  and  one-half  inch  wide.  The  paper  used  is  white  and 
the  impression  is  in  black  ink. 

The  label  adopted  by  the  defendant  is  in  size,  form,  color 
of  paper  and  the  impression  thereon,  with  border  and  per- 
forations, in  all  respects  similar  to  the  plaintiff's.  The 
character  or  family  of  letters  in  which  the  printing  is  done  is 
exactly  like  plaintiff's.  The  designer  of  the  plaintiff's  label 
testified  that  it  was  a  duplicate  of  the  one  originally  prepared 
for  the  plaintiff's  use,  and  that  the  imitation  of  the  plaintiff's" 
label  was  exact. 

The  difference  in  the  words  printed  on  the  two  labels 
appears  above. 

The  intention  of  the  defendant  to  imitate  the  plaintiff's 
label  and  the  success  of  his  effort  is  apparent.  Purchasers 
desiring  Vienna  bread  of  the  plaintiff's  manufacture,  and  not 
careful  closely  to  examine  the  words  on  the  defendant's  label, 
could  readily  be  deceived,  as  the  defendant  has  adopted  a  form 
of  loaf  similar  to  the  plaintiff's.  In  purchasing  articles  of  so 
common  use  as  bread,  labels  are  not  expected  to  be  critically 
examined,  and  persons  who  cannot  read,  a«  well  as  those  who 
do,  are  obliged  to  buy.  The  deception  is  thus  readily  accom- 
plished. 

Courts  of  equity  have  uniformly  condemned  the  imitation 
of  labels  and  other  distinctive  marks  by  which  a  manufacturer 
has  chosen  to  distinguish  his  goods,  when  it  is  done  for  the 
purpose  of  deceiving  the  public  and  advancing  his  own  for- 
tune by  one  who  would  appropriate  to  himself  the  advant- 
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ages  Becored  through  the  successful  enterprise  and  diligence 
of  another  It  is  needless  to  cite  authorities  in  support  of  a 
principle  bo  consonant  with  reason  and  natural  justice. 

It  does  not  at  all  take  away  from  the  force  of  this  principle, 
which  is  applicable  to  the  case  now  under  consideration,  that 
DO  complaint  is  made  of  the  quality  of  the  defendant's  bread. 
If  the  bread  sold  by  the  defendant  was  bad  it  would  add  to 
the  injury.  But  he  is  enabled  by  his  imitation  to  sell  his 
bread  as  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  diminishes  the  plaintiff's  busi- 
ness and  the  gains  to  which  he  is  justly  entitled  by  priority 
in  the  introduction  here  of  bread  called  by  him  Vienna  bread, 
and  in  the  use  of  a  label  first  designed  by  him  with  appro- 
priate marks  and  words  to  designate  his  article.  This  con- 
clusions condemn  the  general  practice  of  the  defendant  in  so 
far  as  his  label  is  an  imitation  of  plaintifTs.  It  requires  no 
argument  to  show  the  defendant's  intention.  His  design  is 
self-evident.  Men  are  supposed  to  intend  the  consequences 
of  their  actions.  It  is,  however,  suggested  by  defendant's 
counsel  that  the  plaintiff  can  have  no  exclusive  right  to  the 
use  of  the  word  "  Vienna,"  the  name  of  the  capital  of  Aus- 
tria, as  a  trade-mark.  That  suggestion,  under  the  facts  of  the 
case,  I  cannot  adopt.  The  plaintiff  and  his  assignor  were  the 
first  to  use  it  here  or  elsewhere  to  distinguish  a  manufacture 
of  bread.  As  a  mark  for  bread  it  is  purely  arbitrary,  and 
it  is  in  no  manner  descriptive,  either  of  the  ingredients  or 
quality  of  the  article. 

The  plaintiff,  an  Austrian,  from  Vienna,  residing  and  manu- 
facturing bread  in  this  country,  has  clearly  a  right  to  call  it, 
by  way  of  distinction,  **  Vienna  bread."  By  the  use  of  the 
word  "  Vienna  "  in  that  connection  no  deception  is  practiced, 
because  the  place  of  its  manufacture  is  given  and  it  is  known 
that  bread  cannot  be  imported  from  abroad  for  use  here.  The 
plaintiff  has  the  same  right  to  do  that  as  the  makers  of  shirt 
collars  had  to  call  their  article  "  Bismark  collars  "  {Messerole 
agt  Tynierg^  4  Atb.  [N.  /S],  410).  I  presume  that  a  baker 
in  Paris  or  Vienna  could  manufacture  bread  there  and  intro- 
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duce  it  under  the  name  of  ^^  New  York  bread "  and  use  it 
arbitrarily,  and  be  protected  under  the  laws  of  their  country 
if  he  was  first  to  apply  "  New  York  "  in  such  connection. 

I  do  not  think  it  important  to  refer  in  detail  to  the  cases 
cited  by  the  counsel  on  the  bearing  of  the  case. 

That  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  protection  in  the  use  of  his 
label  and  to  the  exclusive  use  of  the  word  ^^  Vienna  "  in  con- 
nection with  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  baked  articles, 
appears  to  me  so  clear  that  a  denial  thereof  would  be  con- 
trary to  justice  {McAndrew  agt.  Bassett^  10  Jwrist  \N.  ^'.], 
550;  Newman  agt.  Ahordy  51,  189). 

It  is  objected  that  the  plaintiff's  label  contains  a  misstate- 
ment with  respect  to  a  patent  being  ^^  applied  for."  I  find 
no  evidence  of  any  untruthfulness  in  this  regard.  He  did 
apply  for  a  patent  but  was  unsuccessful,  the  word  "  Vienna" 
having  already  been  secured  by  letters  to  his  predecessor. 
Some  of  the  old  labels  were  used  afterwards,  but  in  the  later 
labels,  these  words  have  been  dropped. 

There  should  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  restraining  the 
defendant  from  using  his  label  in  imitation  of  the  plaintiff's, 
and  in  particular  from  applying  the  word  '^  Vienna"  to  baked 
articles. 
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Akn  Seifebt  agt.  Michael  Schillnsb. 

CotU  —  of  term  not  to  he  awvrded  to  ptainHjf  agairut  dtfendant  when  dtfend- 
ant  hoe  noticed  caee  for  trial,  but  doee  not  move  it  when  reached. 

The  court  will  not  compel  a  party  who  has  himself  noticed  a  case  for  trial, 
but  for  some  reason  does  not  move  it,  to  pay  costs  to  another  party  who 
has  not  put  himself  in  the  same  position.  By  noticing  a  case  he  keeps 
for  himself  control  of  it  at  the  circuit 

If  the  plaintiff  does  not  move  after  he  has  brought  the  defendant  into 
court,  he  may  be  punished  by  a  motion,  under  the  Code,  to  dismiss  the 
case  for  want  of  prosecution.  But  no  similar  remedy  is  given  to  the 
plaintiff  where  the  defendant,  having  noticed  the  case  for  trial,  does  not 
move  it  when  the  case  is  reached  upon  the  calendar. 

Lewis  Special  Temiy  June^  1881. 

Motion  to  compel  defendant  to  pay  plaintiff  the  coets  of 
the  May  term  of  the  Oneida  circnit,  1881. 

The  following  facts  appeared  upon  the  hearing : 
The  canse  was  at  issne  and  was  noticed  for  trial  by  the 
defendant  for  the  May  term  of  the  Oneida  circuit.  The 
plaintiff  omitted  to  notice  it  becanee  of  the  serious  illness  of 
the  plaintiff.  Abont  one  week  before  the  court  convened 
the  defendant's  attorney  stated  to  plaintiff's  attorney  that 
plaintiff's  physician  had  informed  him  that  '^  she  was  ill,  and 
that  he  would  not  be  surprised  if  she  did  not  live  many 
months."  Defendant's  attorney  further  stated  that  he  should 
try  the  case  at  the  approaching  term.  By  the  ninth  of  May 
plaintiff  had  so  far  recovered  as  to  attend  the  term.  Defend- 
ant placed  the  canse  on  the  day  calendar  for  the  tenth,  and 
on  the  morning  of  the  tenth  plaintiff's  attorney  called  upon 
defendant's  attorney  for  the  purpose  of  making  some  arrange- 
ment with  him  (the  attorneys  for  plaintiff  and  defendant 
residing  at  Home,  and  the  court  being  in  session  at  Utica), 
when  defendant's  attorney  informed  him  that  ^he  would  not 
Vol.  LXII        13 
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be  reBponsible  for  a  default ;  that  ^hen  the  case  was  reached 
it  would  be  moved."  PlaintiflPs  attorney,  in  company  with 
plaintifiF,  who  was  yery  feeble,  and  her  witnesses,  then  attended 
the  term  at  Utica  daily,  until  the  twenty-fourth  of  June, 
when  the  case  was  reached  and  passed,  defendant  making  no 
appearance. 

After  plaintifPs  attorney  had  been  in  attendance  upon  the 
.term  for  four  days,  defendant's  counsel  asked  plaintifPs  attor- 
ney if  he  was  ready  for  trial,  and  stated  that  he  did  not  think 
defendant's  attorney  intended  to  try  the  case ;  that  he  told 
him  if  plaintiff s  attorney  was  not  ready,  to  move  it,  otherwise 
not.  Defendant's  attorney  also  stated  to  another  attorney  that 
ihis  readiness  to  try  the  case  would  depend  upon  the  readiness 
•of  plaintiffs  attorney ;  that  plaintiff  had  not  noticed  it,  and 
could  not  move  it,  and  he  should  default  him  if  he  was  not 
ready.  The  attorney  for  the  defendant  did  not  deny  any  of 
the  above  statements,  but  claimed  that  he  intended  to  try  the 
case,  'but  was  prevented  by  other  engagements. 

Plaintiff  received  no  notice  that  defendant  did  not  intend 
to  try  the  case  except  as  above. 

Oswald  Prentisa  BacJcus^  for  motion.  Defendant  should 
have  countermanded  his  notice  of  trial  if  he  did  not  intend  to 
try  the  case ;  not  having  done  so  he  is  chargeable  with  the 
costs  of  the  teiim  (3  Waifs  Supreme  Court  Pr.^  37).  Under 
the  practice  as  it  existed  prior  to  the  Code,  the  plaintiff  only 
could  give  notice  of  trial  in  personal  actions.  If  he  did  so, 
and  brought  defendant  and  his  witnesses  into  court,  and  then 
failed  to  try  the  case,  he  was  obliged  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 
term  (1  Ihmlap^s  Pr,^  563,  686).  In  actions  of  replevin, 
writs  of  prohibition  and  writs  of  error,  where  error  in  fact 
was  assigned  as  the  'ground  of  error,  and  where  a  feigned 
issue  was  awarded  from  chancery,  either  party  might  notice 
for  trial  as  under  the  ^Code,  and  if  tlie  defendant  gave  notice 
of  trial,  and  after  such  notice  failed  to  proceed  or  countermand 
his  notice  in  due  time,  .he  ^as  liable  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the 
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costs  of  the  term  (1  Dtmlap^s  Pr.,  553 ;  Townsend  agt.  Cowen^ 
19  Wend.,  639;  1  SeOon'a  Pr.,  413;  2  Si/r.,  797;  2  /Szwui., 
336;  2  Archbold'd  Pr.,  242;  Po«^  agt  Z<9W«,  18  Wend., 
159,  7u?fe;  9  Wend.,  497;  Dauohy  agt.  -4Ww,  8  jBcw.  Pr., 
212 ;  Keys  agt.  Beardsley,  18  Johns.,  185). 

^.  X.  Stevens,  opposed,  argued  that  it  was  not  the  practice 
under  the  Code  to  grant  motions  of  this  character,  and  no 
decisions  since  the  Code  could  be  found  authorizing  it. 

Chubchill,  J.  —  I  think  I  shall  be  obliged  to  deny  this 
motion.  It  is  entirely  new  in  the  practice,  which  has  covered 
the  whole  period  of  the  Code,  for  the  plaintiff  to  make  a 
motion  of  this  kind.  Litigation  is  war.  Parties  occupy,  as 
the  courts  recognize,  hostile  positions ;  each  man  is  expected 
to  put  liimself  into  position  to  protect  his  rights.  The  court 
will  see  that  the  parties  do  not  exercise  any  fraud,  either  upon 
the  other,  but  will  not  compel  a  party  who  has  himself 
noticed  a  case  for  trial,  but  for  some  reason  does  not  move  it, 
to  pay  costs  to  another  party  who  has  not  put  himself  in  the 
same  position.  By  noticing  a  case  he  keeps  for  himself  con- 
trol of  it  at  the  circuit.  The  fact  that  neither  party  has  been 
able  to  find  any  cases  in  the  numerous  volumes  of  reports  of 
practice  which  have  appeared  since  the  adoption  of  the  Code, 
would  seem  to  be  sufficient  reason  to  presume  that  it  was  not 
the  practice  in  this  state. 

If  the  plaintiff  does  not  move  after  he  has  brought  the 
defendant  into  court,  he  may  be  punished  by  a  motion  under 
the  Code  to  dismiss  the  case  for  want  of  prosecution.  But 
no  similar  remedy  is  given  by  the  rules  of  practice,  or  by  the 
Code,  or  by  the  acknowledged  practice  of  the  court,  to  the 
plaintiff,  where  the  defendant  having  noticed  the  ease  for  trial 
does  not  move  it  when  the  case  is  reached  upon  the  calendar. 
It  might  be  very  proper  —  I  think  it  would  be — that  the 
rules  of  the  court  regulating  the  day  calendar  should  compel 
the  party  who  puts  a  cause  upon  the  day  calendar  to  move  it 
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when  reached,  whether  noticed  by  the  other  side  or  not.  But 
in  the  absence  of  any  rule  to  that  effect,  I  know  of  no  power 
to  grant  the  motion.  It  is  a  novel  question  and  I  will  deny 
it,  without  costs. 


,p^'V-  o<  SUPREME  COURT. 


/]lr  /w  *^*    James  Hull  et  al.  agt.  Lillian  Hull,  The  New  Tobk  Life 
^  Insurakce  and  Trust  Company  et  al. 

Imurancs  {Ltfe)  — poUey  issued  anlffe  of  htubcmd  for  use  €f  wife,  and  if 
she  died  to  her  eMUdrenfor  thevr  use,  who  enUUed  to  share  under  the  poUcy, 

Where  a  life  insurance  policy  was  issued  upon  the  life  of  the  husband  for 
the  use  of  his  wife,  and  if  she  died  before  him  the  amount  of  insurance 
was  payable  ''  to  her  children  for  their  use,  or  to  their  guardian  if  under 
age,"  and  the  wife  died  before  her  husband: 

Held,  that  a  grand  child  of  the  insured,  the  issue  of  one  of  the  chUdren 
who  died  before  his  mother,  is  entitled  to  a  share  under  the  policy. 

Special  Terrriy  September^  1881. 

The  New  York  Life  Insurance  and  Trust  Company  on 
February  21,  1848,  issued  a  policy  for  $5,000  upon  the  life  of 
James  S.  Hull,  for  the  sole  use  of  his  wife,  Rachel  Hull,  and 
in  the  event  of  her  death  before  her  husband  the  amount  of 
such  insurance  was  made  payable  "  to  her  children  for  their 
use,  or  to  their  guardian  if  under  age."  Mrs.  Hull  died 
February  20,  1877,  leaving  two  children  —  the  plaintiffs 
herein  —  and  three  grandchildren,  the  issue  of  children  who 
died  before  their  mother.  James  S.  Hull  died  October  2, 
1877,  and  objection  is  now  made  that  Lillian  Hull,  one  of  the 
grandchildren,  is  not  entitled  to  any  benefit  under  the  policy 
on  the  ground  that  it  belongs  to  the  children  of  the  assured. 

WiUiam  B.    TvUia  and   WUUam    B.  HcyrnbloweTy  for 
plaintiffs. 

F.  F,  Vanderveer,  for  defendant  LiUian  Hull. 
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Lasbsmobb,  c/*. —  The  policy  was  issued  for  the  sole  use  and 
benefit  of  Kachel  Hull,  and  in  case  of  her  death  before  her 
husband  the  amount  of  insurance  was  made  payable  to  her 
children  for  their  ^ise,  or  to  their  guardian  if  under  age. 

It  is  contended  that  Lillian  Hull,  a  grandchild  of  the 
assured,  is  not  entitled  to  a  distributive  share  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  policy,  which,  by  its  terms,  are  given  to  her  children 
only  as  a  class  of  persons ;  that  the  father  of  Lillian  had  only 
a  contingent  interest  in  such  proceeds,  and  that  there  is  by 
law  no  representation  by  descent  as  to  personal  property. 

We  are  not  left  to  the  stringent  rules  of  the  common  law 
as  to  contracts  which  have  been  the  subject  of  adjudication 
and  legislative  enactment. 

By  the  policy  in  question  an  irrevocable  trust  was  created 
in  behalf  of  Mrs.  Hull  and  her  children  {Barry  v.  Equitable 
life  Assv/ra/nce  Society^  59  N.  Y.y  587).  The  same  princi- 
ples should  be  applied  in  its  construction  which  govern  testa- 
mentary disposition  of  property.  The  intention  is  clear  that 
in  the  event  of  Mrs.  Hull's  death  before  the  falling  in  of  the 
policy,  it  was  to  enure  to  the  benefit  of  her  children  gener- 
ally. There  is  no  limitation  to  class  or  condition  {See  Teed 
V.  MorUm^  60  N.  Y.j  506 ;  Low  v.  Harmony^  72  N.  F., 
408),  nor  to  living  or  surviving  children.  Evidently  this 
phraseology  was  intended  to  include  the  children  of  a 
deceased  child  {Mv/rphy  v.  Harvey,  4  Edw.  Ch,,  131 ;  Carryp- 
leU  V.  Sawson.  18  If.  J".,  412;  Proioitt  v.  Hodrrum,  37 
If.  Y.y  42 ;  Bowne  v.  UnderhiUy  4  Hv/rhy  130 ;  Continental 
Life  InevTam/^  Co.  v.  Palmer,  42  Corm.,  yS). 

The  rights  of  Lillian  in  the  policy  were  contingent  during 
the  life  of  her  grandmother;  but  upon  the  death  of  the 
insured  the  beneficial  interest  thereunder  vested  in  the  chil- 
dren and  descendants  of  children  of  the  assured  who  then  hati 
present  capacity  to  take.  This  distinguishes  the  case  at  bar 
from  the  class  of  cases  where  the  question  of  an  inmiediate 
gift  and  possession  was  involved. 
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Haying  reached  this  conclusion,  it  is  nnnecessarj  to  con- 
sider the  other  branches  of  the  case. 

The  defendant  Lillian  Hull  is  entitled  to  judgment  in  her 
favor  for  the  one-fourth  part  of  the  insurance  moneys,  with 
costs  to  be  paid  out  of  the  general  fund. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
WmiFBED  Nolan  agt.  Miohael  A.  Sejilly  and  others. 

Pleading  —  Anmoer  —  PartiHon  —  When  reference  toiU  be  ordered  —  Code  ef 

0ml  Procedure,  eeeHone  069, 1644,  1018. 

An  answer  in  a  partition  suit  which  alleges  that  the  defendant,  one  of  the 
tenants  in  conunon,  owns  the  lot  adjoining  one  of  the  lots  sought  to  be 
partitioned  ;  that  their  father,  from  whom  estate  comes  in  his  lifetime, 
caused  to  be  erected  a  two  story  and  basement  building  with  stone 
foundation,  partly  on  defendant's  own  lot  and  one  of  the  lots  involved 
in  such  suit,  without  authority  so  far  as  defendants'  lot  was  concerned, 
and  asking  to  be  awarded  full  possession  of  his  lot  and  for  $500  dam- 
ages is  a  nullity,  and  the  usual  order  of  reference  as  upon  default  is 
proper. 

Third  Depaniment^  Oeneral  Term^  Septemnher^  1881. 

Before  Lbabnkd,  P.  e/.,  Boabdman  cmd  Bookks,  JJ. 

AcmoN  to  partition  real  estate  located  in  the  city  of  Albany. 
The  plaintiff  and  defendants  own  it  as  tenants  in  common. 
The  complaint  was  in  the  usual  form.  Michael  A.  Skelly  one 
of  the  tenants  in  common  served  an  answer  as  follows :  ^^  The 
defendant,  Michael  SkeUy«  whose  full  name  is  Michael  A. 
Skelly,  separately  answering  the  complaint  served  herein, 
avers  that  he  denies  that  the  rights,  shares  and  interests  of  the 
parties  hereto  are  cori*ectly  alleged  in  said  complaint,  and  he 
further  avers  that  he  is  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  lot  and  prem- 
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ises  adjoining  on  the  west  the  premises  secondly  described  in 
the  said  complaint ;  that  defendants  said  lot  is  about  thirtj- 
seyen  feet  two  inches  in  width  fronting  on  Van  Woert  street, 
and  about  187  feet  in  depth ;  that  prior  to  the  death  of  Andrew 
Skelly  in  said  complaint  mentioned,  said  Andrew  Skelly  caused 
to  be  erected  and  constructed  a  twoHstory  dwelling  with  stone 
and  brick  foundation  and  basement,  locating  and  constructing 
the  same  in  part' upon  the  premises  secondly  described  in  said 
complaint,  and  also  upon  a  portion  of  the  defendant's  own  lot 
above  mentioned ;  that  a  description  of  the  portion  of  the 
defendant's  said  lot,  occupied  by  said  dwelling,  is  as  follows : 

(Here  follows  description.) 

'^  That  said  building  still  occupies  the  said  premises ;  that  the 
erection  and  construction  aforesaid  upon  the  defendant's  lot 
was  without  authority,  and  the  said  trespass  and  illegal  pos- 
session of  said  defendant's  premises  still  continues  to  the  great 
damage  of  this  defendant.  Wherefore  this  defendant  prays 
that  judgment  may  be  entered  awarding  to  him  the  full  pos- 
session of  his  own  premises  above  described,  with  $500  dam- 
ages, or  that  he  obtain  such  other  or  farther  relief  as  to  the 
court  may  seem  meet." 

After  service  of  this  answer  the  cause  was  noticed  for  trial 
by  both  parties  and  was  for  three  terms  on  the  Albany  circuit 
calendar.  The  plaintiff  moved  at  special  term  for  an  order 
referring  it  to  some  referee,  to  be  appointed  by  the  court,  to 
take  proof  of  the  title  and  interest  of  all  the  parties  hereto  in 
and  to  the  premises  described  in  the  complaint,  and  to  per- 
form all  other  duties  usually  required  of  a  referee  in  such  cases, 
and  to  hear  and  determine  the  issues,  if  any,  raised  by  the 
pleadings  herein,  and  to  report  herein  to  the  court  as  he  shall 
be  required  in  and  by  said  order,  and  for  such  other  and  fur- 
ther relief  as  to  the  court  shall  seem  just,  and  for  the  costs  of 
this  motion. 

The  court  granted  the  usual  order  of  reference  as  upon  a 
failure  to  answer,  and  the  defendant,  Michael  A.  Skelly^ 
brought  this  appeal 
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I/uden  Tuffsy  Jr.y  for  appellant. 

I.  In  partition  cases,  by  section  1544  of  the  Code,  an  issue 
of  fact  joined  in  the  action  is  triable  by  a  jury  {Cassidy 
agt.  Wallace^  61  Haw.  Pr.^  240;  Bamea  agt.  West,  16 
-fftm,  70). 

II.  The  matter  stated  in  the  answer  served  involved  the 
rights  of  all  the  tenants  in  common.  Portions  of  one  build- 
ing erected  by  the  common  ancestor  is  located  upon  the 
individual  lot  of  defendant  Michael  Skelly,  and  a  lot  now 
owned  by  the  cotenants.  The  house  is  indivisible.  How  can 
the  property  be  partitioned  or  sold  ?  If  sold  the  purchaser 
would  be  buying  a  law  suit.  Equity,  therefore,  demands  that 
the  question  be  settled  in  this  action. 

1.  In  partition  cases  the  defendant  may  plead  in  his  answer 
as  in  other  actions  {HeedBLgt.  Childj  4  How,  Pr.j  125 ;  8.  (7.,  2 
Code  H.y  69).  2.  Where  a  suit  for  partition  is  in  a  court  of 
equity,  or  in  a  court  authorized  to  proceed  with  powers  as 
ample  as  those  exercised  by  courts  of  equity,  it  may  be 
employed  to  adjust  all  the  equities  existing  between  the  parties 
and  arising  out  of  their  relation  to  the  property  to  be  divided. 
"  He  who  seeks  equity  must  do  equity."  Hence  whoever,  by 
a  suit  for  partition,  invokes  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of 
equity  in  his  behalf  thereby  submits  himself  to  the  same 
jurisdiction  and  concedes  its  authority  to  compel  him  to  deal 
equitably  with  his  cotenants.  As  the  equities  of  the  cotenants 
may  arise  from  a  great  variety  of  circumstances,  it  follows 
that  the  assertion  of  these  equities  necessarily  introduces  into 
partition  suits  a  great  variety  of  issues,  and  calls  for  various 
allegations  in  the  respective  complaints  and  answers  which 
would  not  be  required  in  an  ordinary  suit  for  partition  not 
complicated  by  any  special  equities  between  the  cotenants 
(Freemcm  on  Cotencmay  wad  Partition^  sec.  508).  3.  In  a 
partition  case  the  court  held  as  follows :  "As  the  court  has 
jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  and  the  parties  in  interest, 
it  is  in  accordance  with  a  well  established  rule  that  it  should 
do  complete  justice  between  the  parties  by  disposing  of  all 
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queBtions  between  them  in  relation  to  the  land  and  its  nse. 
In  the  language  of  judge  'Stoby,  '  the  jurisdiction  having 
onne  rightfully  attached,  it  shall  be  made  effectual  for  the  pur- 
pose of  complete  relief '  {Story* h  JSj.  e/wr.,  eeo.  64,  L  ;  SgoU 
agt.  Guernsey^  60  Barb.,  178 ;  affirmed  in  48  N,  Z.,  106). 
4.  The  claim  made  in  the  answer  herein  must  surely  be  held 
to  relate  to  the  subject  of  the  action  and  is  a  claim  against  his 
cotenants,  and  therefore  was  properly  plead  within  the  case  of 
The  Olen  and  HaU  Mawufacturmg  Company  agt.  Hall  (61 
N.  y.,  226).  This  case  was  an  action  to  restrain  the  use  of  a 
trade-mark,  and  the  defendants  answered,  claiming  the  owner- 
ship of  the  trade-mark  and  asking  judgment  against  plaintiff, 
including  a  claim  for  an  injunction.  Hdd,  that  the  defense 
being  sustained  by  proof  was  a  good  one,  and  a  permanent 
injunction  was  granted-  5.  It  was  suggested  at  special  term 
that  the  remedy  of  the  appellant  herein  was  not  to  interpose 
the  matters  in  an  answer,  but  he  should  commence  an  eject- 
ment suit  against  his  cotenants  to  recover  possession  of  his 
own  land  and  obtain  an  injunction  in  the  ejectment  suit  to 
stay  the  present  action.  It  is  submitted  that  such  a  course 
would  not  be  authorized  or  justified.  The  policy  of  our 
system  of  pleading  is  to  avoid  multiplicity  of  suits  and  give 
full  relief  in  one  action.  6.  In  Carpenter  agt.  Keatmg  (10 
Atb.  [N.  &],  223)  it  was  held :  ^'  As  a  defendant  can  now,  as  a 
general  rule,  interpose  any  defense  he  may  have,  whether 
legal  or  equitable,  and  thus  obtain  by  answer,  motion  or  other- 
wise, aU  the  relief  in  the  original  suit  to  which  he  would  be 
entitled  if  he  brought  a  separate  action,  it  is  neither  neces- 
sary nor  allowable  to  bring  an  action,  nor  wUl  an  injunction  be 
granted  merely  for  the  purpose  of  restraining  the  proceedings 
in  another  action,  both  being  in  the  same  court ''  {8ee^  aleo, 
Shif  agt  Freemanj  11  Hep.,  63). 

J^.  S.  Black,  for  respondent. 

I.  The  order  is  not  appealable  {TaJlmum  agt.  Bi/nma/n,  10 
Haw.,  89;  Field  agt.  Stuart,  8  AVb.  \N.  S\  193;  Bryan 
Vol.  LXII        14 


106  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa 


Nolan  agt  Skelly. 


agt.  Brennonj  7  IIaw.j  359 ;  NoadeHl  agt.  Rooi^  1  HUt.^  173 ; 
Kennedy  agt.  ShUton^  1  id,^  546). 

II.  But  if  the  order  ia  appealable  it  should  be  affirmed,  as 
the  answer  raises  no  issue.  1.  The  words  "avers  that  he 
denies,"  is  not  a  sufficient  form  of  denial  {People  agt.  Chris- 
topher^ 4  E%m^  805;  Arihv/r  agt  Brooks^  14  Bwrh.,  533; 
Blake  agt.  Eldred,  18  Uow.,  240).  2.  The  words  "  denies 
that  the  rights,  shares,  &c.,  are  correctly  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint," is  not  the  direct,  unequivocal  denial  which  the  law 
requires  (  Wood  agt.  WhiMng^  21  Bmh,^  190;  West  agt.  Am. 
Ex.  Bk.,  44  id.y  176 ;  Oechs  agt.  Cook,  3  Duer,  161). 

III.  If  an  issue  is  raised  it  was  properly  referred.  This  is 
an  equity  action  and  is  therefore  triable  by  t}\e  court  {Sec, 
969,  Code  Civil  Pro.;  Thurher  agt.  Chambers,  4  JSiW,  721 
[727] ;  McCwriy  agt.  Edwards,  24  H(m.,  236  [240]  ;  McMahoix 
agt.  AUen,  10  irf.,  384 ;  Cheeseborough  agt.  House,  5  i>t^^,  125). 
And  being  triable  by  the  court  it  is*referable  in  the  court's 
discretion  (&(?.  1013,  Code  Civil  Pro.  /  MoMahon  agt.  AUen, 
10  How.,  384 ;  Colie  agt.  Ti^iJ,  47  N.  Y.,  119  [121] ;  MoCarty 
agt.  Edwards,  24  ^o«>.,  236  [240];  (7«rr  agt.  PTMron,  2 
£<?&.,  663).  A  juiy  trial  is  not  a  matter  of  right  in  this  class 
of  cases,  but  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  {Chv/rch  agt. 
Freeman,  16  Hov).,  294;  McCarty  agt.  EdAJoa/rds,  24  id., 
236 ;  O^Brien  agt.  Bowes,  4  ^m.,  657 ;  Wilson  agt.  Forsyth, 
16  iBow?.,  448 ;  iV^.  JT.  awrf  iV^.  J7.  7?.  ^.  agt.  Schuyler,  34  i\^. 
F.,  30  [46];  Rexford  agt.  Ma/rquis,  7  Zan*.,  249  [263]; 
Knickerbocker  Life  Ins.  Co.  agt.  Nelson,  8  jffwn,  21). 

BoABDMAN, «/] — The  answer  of  the  defendant  SkeUy  is  a 
nullity.  It  does  not  deny  generally  the  complaiRt,  or  specific- 
ally any  fact  therein  contained.  It  alleges  no  new  matter 
by  way  of  affirmative  defense.  It  says,  in  effect,  that  the 
complaint  does  not  state  the  shares  and  interests  of  the  par- 
ties correctly.  That  raises  no  issue.  It  merely  expresses  the 
opinion  of  the  party  answering.  It  states  no  fact.  .  It  indi- 
cates no  error  in  any  statement  made  in  the  complaint.    It 
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callB  for  no  other  or  further  proof  than  would  be  required  by 
law  and  hy  the  practice  of  the  court  if  no  answer  had  been 
interposed.  We  conclude,  therefore,  the  answer  was  a  nullity, 
and  demanded  no  recognition ;  nor  was  the  ownership  of  the 
adjoining  premises  by  the  defendant,  who  attempted  to  answer 
any  trespass  thereof,  of  the  slightest  consequence  in  this  action' 
for  partition.  It  was'  not  and  could  not  be  involyed  in  the 
disposition  to  be  made  of  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  this 
action. 

The  reference  is  a  prompt  and  usual  mode  of  determining 
the  rights  of  the  parties  in  such  action.  No  reason  exists 
why  it  should  not  be  satisfactory. 

We  are  satisfied  the  order  of  reference  granted  in  this  case 
will  serve  the  best  interests  of  the  parties,  and  promote  an 
early  determination  of  their  rights  without  wrong  to  any  one. 
We  are  also  satisfied  the  pLuntifi  was  entitled  to  such  order 
as  the  action  stood  when  it  was  granted. 

The  order  is  therefore  afSrmed,  with  ten  dollars  costs  and 
disbmeements  for  printing. 

Leabned,  p.  J.,  and  Bookes,  J.,  concurred. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Fanny  D.  Wylie  agt.  Gustavus  Speyeb  and  others. 

Stolen  coupons —  7?iSs  of  true  owner — BoTia  fde  purchaser — Where  the 
action  i$  for  equitable  reUrf  only,  the  judgment  must  be  for  equitable  and 
not  legal  redress —  Foreign  law  —  Conflict  in  law. 

Where  coupons  of  railroad  bonds,  which  had  been  stolen  in  this  country, 
were  purchased  after  maturity  in  Frankf ort-on-the-Main,  and  sent  hero 
for  eoUection,  and  this  action  was  brought  by  plainti£F,  who  owned  the 
coupons  at  the  time  they  were  stolen,  to  restrain  payment  to  the  pur- 
chasers by  the  railroad  company: 

Held,  that  under  the  law  of  this  state,  though  there  is  nothing  to  impeach 
the  good  faith  of  the  purchasers,  that  transaction,  the  coupons  being 
over  due,  cannot  avaQ  to  invest  them  with  a  title  without  the  assent  of 


106  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa 

Wylie  agt.  Speyer. 

the  plaintiff,  the  true  owner,  from  whom  they  were  stolen;  and  her 
title  to  the  coupons  is  unaflFected  by  such  purchase.  The  law  and 
usage  prevailing  at  Frankfort  being  in  conflict  with  the  law  'of  New 
York  upon  this  subject,  the  latter  must  prevail,  the  plaintiff  and  one  of 
^  defendants  being  residents  of  New  York,  and  the  property  itself,  the 
subject  of  the  action,  being  brought  within  this  jurisdiction. 

Special  Term^  Augvst^  1881. 

HoJ/mes  dk  AdafnSy  for  plaintiff. 

EfoaHs^  Southmayd  dk  ChoatCy  for  defendant  Bonn. 

Van  Vobst,  J. —  The  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  six  mort- 
gage bonds  of  the  Pacific  Railroad  Company  of  Missouri,  of 
$1,000  each,  with  coupons  attached,  representing  the  interest 
to  fall  due  upon  the  bonds  at  intervals  of  six  months,  each 
coupon  being  for  the  sum  of  thirty  dollars. 

The  bonds,  with  coupons  annexed,  were  on  deposit  in  the 
National  Bank  of  Northampton,  in  the  state  of  Massachusetts, 
for  safe  keeping.  On  the  28th  day  of  January,  1876,  the 
bank  was  entered  by  burglars,  and  a  large  amount  of  property 
was  stolen  therefrom,  including  the  six  bonds,  with  coupons, 
of  the  plaintiff. 

Coupons,  separated  from  the  bonds,  to  the  number  of  thirty- 
six,  and  all  past  due,  were,  on  the  30th.  day  of  December, 
1878,  purchased  on  the  public  exchange,  at  Frankfort-on-the- 
Main,  by  the  firm  of  Hazard  Speyer  Ellissen,  of  which  firm 
the  defendants  Gustavus  and  George  Speyer,  and  Ignace 
Shuster  were  members,  and  who  severally  resided  at  Frank- 
f  ort-on-the-Main,  where  the  business  of  the  firm  was  conducted. 
The  coupons  were  purchased  in  the  regular  course  of  business 
on  the  exchange  from  one  Leopold  Gompertz,  a  reputable 
merchant  of  Frankfort,  and  a  member  of  the  exchange,  for 
the  sum  of  4,503^^  marks,  at  the  rate  of  4^^^  marks  per 
dollar,  which  was  the  full  market  value  of  the  coupons. 

The  purchase  was  made  honestly  and  in  good  faith,  without 
notice  or  suspicion  that  the  plaintiff,  or  any  person  other  than 
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the  seller,  Gompertz,  claimed  to  be  the  owner  or  to  have  any 
title  or  claim  in  or  to  the  coupons,  or  that  the  same  had  been 
at  any  time  stolen  from  the  tme  owner. 

After  having  purchased  the  same,  Hazard  Speyer  Ellissen 
transmitted  the  coupons  to  the  defendants,  composing  the 
firm  of  Speyer  &  Co.,  doing  basiness  in  the  city  of  New 
York,  for  collection.  The  defendant  Bonn,  with  the  persons 
who  form  the  European  firm  of  Hazard  Speyer  Ellissen,  con- 
stitute the  partnership  of  Speyer  &  Co.,  doing  business  in 
New  York. 

The  defendant  Bonn,  who  alone  answers  the  complaint, 
resides  within  the  state  of  New  York,  and  the  plaintiff,  at  the 
time  her  bonds  were  stolen,  was  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
and  at  the  commencement  of  this  action  resided  in  the  state 
of  New  YorL  Upon  receipt  of  the  coupons  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  Speyer  &  Co.,  caused  the  same  to  be  presented  for 
payment  at  the  office  of  the  railroad  company,  and  were  there 
informed  that  the  plaintifiE  claimed  to  be  the  owner  thereof, 
and  had  notified  them  that  they  had  been  stolen  from  her ;  but 
Speyer  &  Co.,  insisting,  the  railroad  company  received  the 
coupons,  which  they  have  ever  since  retained,  and  gave  to 
Speyer  &  Co.,  its  check  for  $1,080  gold,  the  amount  thereof, 
upon  the  National  Bank  of  New  York,  the  check  being  paya- 
ble to  the  order  of  Speyer  &  Co.  The  check  was  duly  pre- 
sented by  Speyer  &  Co.  for  payment  to  the  bank  upon  which 
it  was  drawn,  but  payment  of  the  same  was  refused  and  the 
check  has  never  been  paid  in  whole  or  in  part,  and  is  still  held 
by  Speyer  &  Co. 

The  payment  of  the  check  by  the  bank  was  stopped  by  an 
injunction  obtained  in  this  action,  the  bank  as  well  as  the 
railroad  company  being  made  parties  defendant. 

Upon  this  summary  of  the  principal  facts  it  seems  quite 
clear,  under  the  law  of  this  state,  that  the  plaintifTs  title  to 
the  coupons  was  wholly  unaffected  by  the  purchase  of  them 
made  by  Hazard  Speyer  Ellissen,  in  Frankfort. 

There  is  nothing  to  impeach  the  good  faith  or  honesty  of 
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the  purchasers,  but  that  transaction,  the  coupons  being  over 
dne,  cannot  avail  to  invest  them  with  a  title  without  the 
assent  of  the  plaintiff,  the  true  owner,  from  whom  they  were 
stolen: 

After  their  maturity,  the  coupons  lost  the  attribute  of  nego- 
tiability, and  they  dropped  into  the  category  of  ordinary 
property,  to  which  title  does  not  pass  by  mere  delivery. 

The  following  cases,  among  many,  illustrate  this  principle : 

VermUyea  agt.  Adams  Mispress  Company  (21   WaUj  138) ; 

Eoertson  agt.  Bank  of  New  York  (06  N.  Y.j  14).     I  do  not 

understand  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendants  to  claim 

the  law  to  be  otherwise. 

But  he  urges  that  the  taker  of  stolen  coupons,  in  good  faith 
after  maturity,  may  get  a  good  title,  as  against  the  original 
owner,  provided  that  some  person  in  the  chain  of  title 
between  himself  and  the  true  owner  had  obtained  a  good 
title,  which  has  been  transmitted  to  the  claimant.  In  such 
contention  I  think  the  defendants'  counsel  is  entirely  right 
{Oramd  Rapids  and  lndiam,a  R.  Ji,  Co.  agt.  Sand^Sy  54 
Sow.  P.  -B.,  214,  219,  and  cases  there  cited).  But  th^^  bur- 
den is  upon  the  defendants  to  prove  the  fact  out  of  which 
such  legal  claim  arises. 

The  plaintiffs  title  is  made  out  by  showing  the  fact  of 
original  ownership  and  that  the  property  had  been  stolen.  If 
they  reached  the  hands  of  a  hona  fide  purchaser  before 
maturity,  through  whom  the  defendants  claim,  they  must 
establish  it. 

tTnder  the  evidence  the  defendants  took  title  after  maturity, 
subject  to  all  the  rights  and  equities  of  the  true  owner  {Byles 
on  Rills,  sec.  166 ;  Rank  agt.  Oreen,  43  JV.  Y.,  298 ;  Collins 
agt.  CfUberty  4  Otto,  754).  It  is  not  proven  when,  from  whom 
or  for  what  consideration,  or  under  what  circumstances, 
Lagi'aves,  alias  North,  from  whom  Gompertz  purchased  the 
coupons  after  they  had  matured,  came  into  possession  of  them. 

He  did  state,  at  the  time  he  sold  the  coupons  to  Gompertz, 
that  the  bonds  had  been  the  property  of  an  estate  which  had 
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been  for  some  years  in  litigation  I  There  is  nothing  to  show 
that  Lagraves  had  any  better  title  than  the  robbers  who  com- 
mitted the  bnrglary. 

It  is  also  nrged  on  the  defendants'  behalf  that  the  law  of 
the  country  in  which  the  property  was  situated  at  the  time  of 
a  sale  is  paramount,  and  absolutely  determines  the  validity  of 
the  transfer  and  the  title  of  tiie  transferee.  It  has  been 
clearly  proven  in  the  case  that  according  to  the  laws  of  Frank- 
fort, a  purchaser  of  coupons,  acting  in  good  faith,  for  a  valu- 
able consideration,  obtains  a  title  thereto  against  all  others, 
whether  the  purchase  be  made  after  or  before  they  fell  due. 
And  the  fact  that  the  coupons  had  been  stolen  from  the  true 
owner  would  not  affect  the  title  of  an  honest  buyer.  The 
law  and  usage  prevailing  at  Frankfort  is  in  conflict  with  the 
law  of  New  York  upon  this  subject. 

But  the  rights  of  these  parties  must  be  determined  by  the 
law  as  it  obtains  in  the  forum  in  which  this  action  is 
brought.  A  resident  in  New  York,  plaintiff,  properly  sought 
redress  through  its  legal  tribunals.  One  of  the  defendants 
resided  in  this  state,  and  the  property  itself,  the  subject 
of  the  action,  had  been  voluntarily  brought  within  this 
jurisdiction. 

A  recognition  of  what  is  due  to  other  jurisdictions,  through 
comity,  cannot  call  upon  this  court,  under  the  facts  of  this 
case,  by  preferring  the  foreign,  to  disregard  our  own  law  to 
the  prejudice  of  the  plaintiff.  If  any  doubt  has  heretofore 
existed  upon  this  general  subject,  I  consider  it  to  be  dispelled 
by  Edgerly  agt.  Bush  (81  N,  T.,  199).  That  case  furnishes 
a  rule  applicable  to  contentions  of  this  character,  and  holds 
that  in  a  case  like  the  present  one,  the  law  of  the  plaintiff's 
domicil  must  determine  the  contest. 

Judgment  must,  therefore,  be  determined  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff. 

The  question  which  next  arises  is  as  to  the  form  of  the 
judgment.  Annexed  to  the  findings  of  fact  submitted  on  the 
plaintiff's  behalf  are  conclusions  of  law,  in  which  it  is  asked 
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that  it  be  adjudged  that  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  the  coupons 
on  the  17th  day  of  May,  1879,  and  was  entitled  to  the  pos- 
eession  of  same.  To  that  there  can  be  no  objection.  But 
this  is  followed  by  a  demand  for  judgment  for  $1,080,  with 
interest. 

In  determining  whether' the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  money 
judgment  against  these  defendants,  the  form  of  the  action,  as 
shown  by  the  complaint,  must  be  considered.  The  action  was 
addressed  to  the  equitable  cognizance  of  the  court,  an  injunc- 
tion was  obtained  and  a  receivership  was  asked. 

Following  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  the  relief  asked 
was  equitable  and  in  rem.  That  is  to  say,  that  the  check  given 
by  the  railroad  company  might  be  canceled ;  that  the  plaintiff 
might  have  judgment  against  the  defendant  the  railroad  com- 
pany for  the  delivery  to  her  of  the  coupons  or  the  proceeds 
of  same  —  to  wit,  the  sum  of  $1,080;  that  the  defendants 
Speyer  &  Co.  be  enjoined,  pending  this  action,  from  present^ 
ing  the  check  for  payment  or  demanding  payment  of  the 
same,  or  from  disposing  of  the  check  or  its  proceeds. 

The  action  was  tried  as  one  for  equitable  relief  without  a 
jury  at  special  term.  The  relief  therefore  must  be  equitable 
only.  The  action  cannot  be  changed  from  one  of  that  char- 
acter into  one  for  legal  redress  arising  out  of  an  alleged  con- 
version. 

It  is  true  that  the  specific  equitable  relief  asked  in  the  com- 
plaint is  followed  by  the  general  prayer  for  such. other  relief 
as  to  the  court  shall  seem  proper.  But  that  must  be  construed 
to  mea;n  relief  of  a  character  kindred  to  that  specifically  asked, 
and  which,  in  an  action  of  this  nature,  must  also  be  equitable 
and  efficient  to  secure  that  which  has  been  adjudged,  and  to 
such  equitable  relief  only  the  plaintiff  should  be  limited. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  must  therefore  prepare  conclusions 
of  law  substantially  in  accord  with  the  relief  demanded  in  the 
complaint,  and  should  anything  further  be  wanted  to  render 
the  judgment  effective,  it  must  be  of  the  same  nature. 
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N.  r.  MAEINE  COUKT. 

The  Board  of  Comhissionkbs  of  Public  Chabities  and 
CoRBEonoN  OF  THE  CiTY  OF  Nkw  Yobk  agt.  G.  A. 
Casiatts. 

Beeurity  ^or  cosU —  When  required  to  be  given  —  Chde  of  OhU  Procedure, 

secUone  8'i46-d271. 

Where  the  commissioners  of  charities  and  corrections  of  the  city  of  New 
York,  as  overseers  of  the  poor,  bring  a  suit  in  the  exercise  of  their 
powers,  it  is  under  the  sanction  of  their  oath  of  office,  and  every  pre- 
sumption of  good  faith  attends  the  proceeding,  and  hence  they  are  in 
such  cases  exempt  from  costs. 

But  where  a  volunteer  impugns  the  acts  of  sworn  officials,  and  brings 
actions  in  their  names,  founded  upon  an  allegation  of  their  neglect  of 
official  duty,  he  assumes  the  responsibility  of  costs,  which  under  section 
8246  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  may  be  awarded  against  him  per- 
sonally; and  under  the  express  provisions  of  section  8371  he  may  be 
required  to  give  security  for  costs. 

Special  Term^  September^  1881. 

William  H.  Munday,  as  attorney  for  E.  M.  Rillingfl,  com- 
menced this  action  under  section  30  of  chapter  628  of  the 
Laws  of  1857,  as  amended,  to  recover  the  sum  of  fifty  dollars, 
and  charged  that  the  plaintiff  had,  after  notice  to  them  that 
the  defendant  had  violated  the  law,  neglected  or  refused  to 
sue  for  the  penalty,  and  that  thereby  a  right  of  action  had 
accrued  to  said  Killings.  The  defendant  asked  that  the  plain- 
tiffis,  by  said  relator,  be  required  to  give  security  for  costs. 

Joseph  BeUeahei/nhj  attorney  for  defendant,  for  motion.  A. 
C.  Anderson^  of  counsel. 

W.  H.  Munday^  for  Billings,  opposed. 

MoAdak,  J. —  The  commissioners  of  charities  and  correo- 

tioDs,  as  overseers  of  the  poor,  are  intrusted  with  an  office  that 

requires  discretion,  and  a  trust  that  is  to  be  exercised  for  the 

public  |px>d.    When  they  bring  suit  in  the  exercise  of  their 
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powers,  it  i&  under  the  sanction  of  their  oath  of  office,  and 
every  presumption  of  good  faith  attends  the  proceeding,  and 
hence  they  are,  in  such  cases,  exempt  from  costs.  But  where 
a  volunteer  impugns  the  acts  of  sworn  officials  and  brings 
actions  in  their  names,  founded  on  an  allegation  of  their 
neglect  of  official  duty,  the  most  he  can  claim  is  that  he  is  ^^  a 
person  authorized  by  statute  to  sue."  He  assumes  the  respon- 
sibility of  costs  which  may  be  awarded  against  him  personally 
{Code  of  Oivil  Procedure^  9ee.  3246),  and  under  the  express 
provisions  of  section  3271  he  may  be  required  to  give  secur- 
ity for  costs  {See  Board  of  Com/nvisaionera  agt.  Purdy,  36 
Barh.^  266). 

There  is  no  hardship  in  this,  for  if  the  action  is  well  founded 
he  will  have  no  costs  to  pay ;  but  if  it  should  prove  to  be 
ill-founded,  then  the  unfortunate  defendant,  who  has  been 
harassed  by  an  unwarranted  act  of  a  stranger,  who  sets  the 
machineiy  of  the  law  in  motion  against  him,  will  have  some 
hope  of  obtaining  at  least  part  of  the  expense  to  which  he  has 
been  subjected.  The  motion  to  require  security  for  costs 
will,  therefore,  be  granted. 


N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Louis  Amsinok  and  others,  plaintiflb  and  respondents  agt 
Leonard  S.  Nobth,  defendants  and  appellants. 

BBDominatitm  cf  party  before  trial — When  appeal  doee  not  Ue  from  an  order 
denying  a  motion  to  Doeaie  order  for  eiieh  examincUion  —  Dieeoeery  qf  bookt 
and  parpen  —  wJien  to  be  ordered  —  Code  of  OivU  Procedure,  eeci,  806,  S04, 
805,  806,  807,  808. 

The  plaintiffs,  having  obtained  from  one  justice  an  order  granting  an 
examination  of  the  defendants  before  trial,  an  appeal  from  an  order  bj 
another  Justice  denying  a  motion  to  vacate  the  first  order  is  held  not 
well  taken,  because  the  first  order  was  conclusive  until  reversed  or  leave 
given  to  renew  the  application  to  vacate;  and  the  fact  that  th«  order  to 
•how  cause  why  the  order  for  an  examination  should  not  be  act  aside. 
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upon  the  return  to  which  the  order  appealed  from  was  made,  was 
granted  by  the  same  justice  who  made  the  order  for  such  examina^ 
tion,  does  not  of  itself  amount  to  leave  to  renew. 

The  plaintiffs  obtained  an  order  for  discovery  upon  a  petition  alleging 
upon  information  and  belief  that  defendants  had  in  their  possession  cer- 
tain letters  and  bills  of  lading  relating  to  the  goods  mentioned  in  the 

•  complaint,  and  books  of  accoimt  containing  entries  relating  to  them, 
and  that  said  books  and  papers  related  to  the  merits  of  the  action,  and 
their  inspection  was  necessary  to  prepare  the  case  for  trial. 

Held,  1.  That  the  possession  by  defendants  of  these  books  and  papers, 
in  the  absence  of  denial  by  them,  must  be  assumed;  that  if  they  exist, 
they  would  necessarily  relate  to  the  merits  of  the  action,  and  that, 
therefore,  a  case  is  made  out  for  a  discovery,  under  section  803  of  the 
Code. 

2.  The  defendants'  claim  that  no  discovery  can  be  ordered,  except  in  the 
cases  mentioned  in  rule  14  of  the  supreme  court  rules,  is  untenable, 
as  by  the  protisions  of  section  804  to  808  of  the  Code,  the  general  rules 
of  practice  may  enlarge  section  808  and  the  following  sections,  bat 
they  have  no  power  to  restrict  the  operations  of  those  sections. 

Oenerd  Term^  Jwne^  1881. 

Before  Daly,  C7.  J.^  Yak  Bbunt  and  Beach,  JJ. 

Mt.  Budj  for  appellants. 

Mr.  Whitehead^  for  defendants. 

Pbb  Cttbiah.  —  There  are  three  appeals  in  this  action :  firsts 
from  the  order  of  Mr.  justice  Daly,  on  the  18th  of  May, 
1880,  denying  a  motion  to  set  aside  a  summons  and  complaint 
and  order  for  examination  of  the  defendants  before  trial 
herein ;  second,  from  the  order  of  Mr.  justice  Daly,  made 
on  the  first  of  June,  1880,  denying  a  motion  to  vacate  an 
order  for  discovery ;  and,  third,  from  the  order  of  Mr.  justice 
Vak  Hobsek,  of  the  30th  of  Jnly,  1880,  denying  a  motion 
to  vacate  and  set  aside  an  order  granting  an  examination  of 
the  defendants  before  trial. 

It  is  sufficient  to  say,  as  to  the  first  appeal,  so  far  as  the 
same  is  an  appeal  from  the  order  denying  the  motion  to  set 
aside  the  summons  and  complaint  upon  the  ground  that  no 
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specific  persons  are  named  as  plaintifis  or  defendants,  that  the 
said  oixler  was  properly  made,  because  any  such  objection  to 
the  summons  and  complaint  had  been  waived  by  the  answer 
of  the  defendants,  and  also  by  the  delay  of  the  defendants  in 
moving  therefor. 

As  to  so  much  of  said  order  as  appears  to  have  denied  a 
motion  to  set  aside  the  order  for  examination  of  the  defend- 
ants before  trial,  it  was  properly  denied,  because  it  appears  by 
an  order  dated  April  5,  1880,  that  a  similar  motion  had  been 
made  before  judge  Labbemore  and  denied,  and  no  appeal  was 
ever  taken  from  said  order  and  no  leave  to  renew  such  motion 
was  ever  given. 

For  the  same  reason  the  third  appeal  above  mentioned  — 
namely,  that  from  the  order  of  the  thirtieth  of  July — is  not 
well  taken.  The  order  of  Mr.  justice  Labbemose,  of  the  2d 
of  April,  1880,  was  conclusive  upon  the  parties  to  this  action 
as  to  the  order  for  examination,  until  it  had  been  reversed  or 
some  leave  to  renew  the  application  to  vacate  the  order  had 
been  granted. 

It  is  urged  upon  the  appeal  from  the  order  denying  the 
motion  to  vacate  the  order  of  discovery,  that  the  facts  pre- 
sented by  the  papers  in  this  action  do  not  bring  the  case 
within  the  rules  authorizing  the  discovery,  and  the  claim  is 
made  that  no  discovery  can  be  ordered,  except  in  the  cases 
mentioned  in  subdivisions  1  and  2  of  rule  14  of  the  supreme 
court  rules.  By  section  803  of  the  Code,  it  is  provided  that 
a  court  of  record  has  power  to  compel  a  party  to  an  action 
pending  therein  to  produce  and  discover,  Ac,  any  book, 
document  or  other  paper  in  his  possession  or  under  his  control, 
relating  to  the  merits  of  the  action  or  of  the  defoise  therein. 
Section  804  provides  that  the  general  rules  of  practice  must 
prescribe  the  cases  in  which  discovery  or  inspection  may  be 
compelled,  and  the  proceedings  for  that  purpose,  where  the 
same  are  not  prescribed  in  this  act.  The  Code  presents,  as  has 
been  above  stated,  certain  cases  in  which  a  discovery  may  be 
had  —  namely,  where  the  book,  document  or  other  paper 
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desired  to  be  discovered  relates  to  the  merits  of  the  action  or 
of  the  defense  therein.  Sections  805,  806,  807  and  808,  pre- 
scribe the  proceedings  which  are  to  be  taken  under  section 
803,  and  it  is  to  be  observed  that  section  804  simply  authorizes 
that  the  general  rules  of  practice  must  prescribe  the  cases  and 
the  proceedings  where  the  same  —  namely,  the  cases  und  pro- 
ceedings —  are  not  prescribed  in  this  act.  In  other  words,  the 
general  rules  of  practice  may  enlarge  section  803,  and  the 
other  sections  above  named,  but  they  have  no  power  to  restrict 
the  operations  of  those  sections. 

It  is.claimed  that  the  language  of  section  803  is  so  general 
that  it  leaves  nothing,  if  the  above  construction  is  correct,  for 
the  general  rules  of  practice  to  prescribe.  If  that  interpreta- 
tion is  necessary,  it  will  have  to  prevail,  because  the  general 
rules  of  practice  are  expressly  prohibited  from  operating  upon 
those  cases. 

The  enactment,  in  the  supreme  court  rules,  of  subdivision 
3  of  the  rule  14,  is  a  mere  recognition  upon  the  part  of  the 
convention  of  judges  that  they  had  no  right  whatever  to 
interfere  with  the  provisions  of  the  sections  which  we  have 
mentioned.  It  therefore  follows  that,  if  the  petition  upon 
which  the  order  for  discovery  was  granted  shows  the  jurisdic- 
tional facts,  the  order  must  be  affirmed. 

The  petitioner  in  this  case  alleges  upon  information  and 
belief  that  the  defendants  have  in  their  possession  one  or  more 
letters,  and  copies  of  one  or  more  letters,  bills  of  lading  or 
receipts  relating  to  the  goods  mentioned  in  the  complaint  in 
this  action,  also  a  bill  of  account  of  the  goods,  also  books  of 
account  kept  by  the  defendants'  firm  containing  entries  relat- 
ing to  the  ordering,  purchase  and  delivery  of  said  goods. 
The  petitioners  also  allege  that  said  books  and  papers  relate  to 
the  merits  of  this  aetion  and  that  the  petitioners  will  be  anable 
to  prepare  properly  the  case  for  trial  without  the  discovery 
and  inspection  of  those  books  and  papers. 

The  possession  by  the  defendants  of  these  books  and  papers, 
in  view  of  their  failure  to  make  any  answer  whatever  to  this 
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application  den  jing  such  possession,  must  be  preeumed,  and 
such  papers,  if  they  do  exist,  would  necessarily  relate  to  the 
merits  of  the  action. 

Since  the  above  was  written  our  attention  has  been  called 
to  the  point  that  the  order  to  show  cause  why  the  order  for 
an  examination  before  trial  should  not  be  set  aside  upon  the 
return  of  which  the  order  appealed  from  was  made,  was 
granted  by  the  same  judge  who  made  the  order  of  April 
15,  1880. 

We  do  not  think  that  this  order  of  itself  amounts  to  leave 
to  renew.  There  should  be  some  indication  contained  in  the 
order  to  show  cause  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  court  to 
give  leave  to  renew  the  motion. 

In  this  county  orders  to  show  cause  have  unfortunately 
apparently  become  so  much  a  matter  of  course  that  it  would 
be  entirely  unsafe  to  predicate  any  judicial  action  upon  the 
fact  that  one  had  been  granted. 

Under  these  circumstances  it  would  appear  that  the  judge 
acquired  jurisdiction  to  grant  the  order  of  discovery,  and  such 
order  should  not  be  interfered  with  upon  appeal. 


SUPREME  COUET. 

Jacob  H.  Gumble  and  another,  executors  of  the  last  will  and 
testament  of  Gustave  C.  Bbaum,  deceased,  agt.  Caboliits 
M.  Pflitgeb  and  others. 

B^qudit  io  ehoHtabU  tues — I>i9ereti<m  veBted  in  ecoeeutors  at  to  choice  qfbene- 

—  Parties. 


The  testator,  in  his  will,  directed  his  executors  "  to  apply  "  a  portion  of 
his  estate  "  to  such  charitable  institutions,  which  are  under  Protostant 
management,  as  my  said  executors,  or  a  majority  of  them  who  may  act 
as  such,  may  choose: " 

EM  (in  this  action  to  test  the  validity  of  this  clause),  that,  though  the 
question  is  one  of  difficulty,  the  bequest  is  valid,  and  should  be  enforced 
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according  to  the  directions  of  the  testator;  and  the  charitable  institu- 
tions chosen  by  the  execntors  from  the  class  designated  should  be 
brought  in  as  parties  defendant  {Power  agt.  Oanidiy,  79  N.  T,,  837« 
appUei), 

Special  Termy  Augtut^  1881. 
William  BUsa^  for  plaintiffs. 
F.  F.  JUarburry^  for  defendant. 

Van  Voest,  «/.  —  By  the  eighteenth  clause  of  his  last  will 
and  testament,  the  testator,  Gnstave  0.  Branm,  directs  his 
executors  to  sell  all  his  chattels  and  personal  effects,  and  he 
authorizes  and  directs  them  "  to  apply  "  the  proceeds  thereof, 
and  all  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  his  estate,  after  the 
payment  of  legacies  for  which  specific  provision  had  been 
made  ^^  to  such  charitable  institutions,  which  are  under  Protes- 
tant mana^ment,  as  my  said  executors,  or  a  majority  of  them 
who  may  act  as  such,  may  choose." 

The  plaintiffs,  the  executors,  have  commenced  this  action 
to  obtain  the  judgment  of  this  court  as  to  the  construction 
and  validity  of  this  portion  of  the  wHl,  and  ask  the  ^^  advice 
and  direction  "  of  the  court  as  to  their  duty  in  the  premises. 

It  must  be  admitted,  ^^  in  limmey^  that  the  objections  inter- 
posed by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendants  suggest  doubts 
with  respect  to  the  validity  of  these  general  directions,  and  this 
unbounded  authority  to  the  executors,  by  which  his  benevolent 
intentions  towards  charitable  institutions  under  Protestant 
management,  without  limit  as  to  locality,  is  sought  to  be 
effectuated. 

The  executors  have  themselves  been  in  so  much  doubt  and 
hesitancy  that  they  have  hitherto  refrained  from  positive  action^ 
and  have  felt  constrained  to  bring  this  suit.  The  testator, 
while  living,  could  have  directly  given  his  money  to  adv^ice 
the  charitable  purposes  of  any  institution  of  the  general  clasa 
above  described,  wheresoever  it  might  be  situated.    Instead' 
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of  doing  that  he  has  seen  fit  to  constitate  the  executors  under 
his  will  his  trustees  and  agents,  and  the  almoners  of  his  bounty, 
with  authority  to  apply  the  funds  he  has  placed  under  their 
control  to  any  charitable  institutions  under  protestant  manage- 
ment as  they  may  elect.  It  is  objected  that  there  is  no  charit- 
able institution  in  this,  or  any  other  country,  which  could, 
through  a  court  of  equity,  compel  the  execution  of  the  trust 
or  discretion  lodged  in  the  executors  in  its  favor. 

The  substance  of  the  objections  is  that  courts  of  equity 
carry  trusts  into  effect  only  when  they  are  of  a  certain  and 
definite  character,  and  that  when*  a  trust  is  created  in  terms  so 
vague  and  indefinite  that  a  coupt  .of  equity  cannot  clearly 
ascertain  its  objects,  or  the  persons  who  are  to  take,  then  the 
trust  will  be  held  entirely  to  fail,  and  the  property  will  fall 
into  the  general  fund  of  the  creator  of  the  trust  {fkary  £q. 
Juris.y  8ec8.  964,  979 ;  Holmes  agt.  Mead^  52  If.  F.,  832). 
Similar  objections  were  raised  and  considered  in  the  case  of 
Power  agt.  Cassidy  (79  N.  T.,  327  ;  S.  (7.,  16  Hwn,  294).  It 
is  urged  on  behalf  of  the  executors  that  this  case  is  brought 
directly  witliin  the  principle  announced  in  Power  agt.  Cassidy^ 
and  that  for  the  reasons  there  assigned  the  present  bequest 
must  be  upheld. 

I  have  carefully  considered  this  subject  and  have  reached 
the  conclusion,  not,  however,  without  some  hesitation,  that  the 
plaintiff's  contention  must  prevail.  It  is  true  that  in  Power 
agt.  Odssidy  there  was  a  limitation  as  to  place.  Charitable 
and  religious  institutions  in  New  York  only  could  take  any- 
thing under  the  will  of  Power ;  and  in  that  action  it  appeared 
by  the  pleadings  that  the  trustees  had  already  executed  the 
trust  to  the  extent,  at  least,  of  determining  what  particular 
societies  in  the  city  of  New  York  should  participate  in  the 
fund  set  aside  for  charitable  and  pious  purposes. 

In  that  case  it  was  urged,  and  in  the  early  decisions  therein 
some  prominence  was  given  to  the  fact,  that  the  limitatiori 
imposed  by  the  testator  as  to  the  locality  from  which  the 
beneficiaries  were  to  be  selected  avoided  the  objection  as  to 
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indefinitenesB  or  vagaeness.  But,  upon  reflection,  I  cannot 
conclude  that  this  latter  fact,  of  partial  limitation,  is  control- 
ling. Upon  a  careful  examination  of  the  opinion  pronounced 
by  the  court  of  appeals,  I  do  not  find  that  the  fact  of  the  limit- 
ation to  the  city  of  New  York  influenced  the  decision. 

The  purposes  of  the  testator,  and  the  object  of  the  trust, 
are  quite  as  clearly  announced  and  pointed  out  in  the  present 
case  as  they  were  in  Power  agt.  Cassidy^  and  in  both  cases 
the  testators  designated  a  class  of  institutions  reasonably  well 
defined  from  which  a  selection  was  to  be  made. 

In  the  one  case  there  is  a  limitation  as  to  place ;  in  the  other 
no  limit  as  to  locality  is  imposed.  But  that  does  not  affect 
the  question  as  to  a  designation  of  a  particular  class.  And  if 
the  execution  of  the  trast  could  be  enforced  in  a  court  of 
equity  in  the  former,  I  see  no  reason  why  it  could  not  be  in 
the  latter  case. 

That  the  trustees  had  made  their  selection  before  they  were 
brought  into  court  at  the  instance  of  the  widow  of  the  testa- 
tor Power,  did  not  control  the  decision  as  to  the  validity  of 
the  trust  itself.  Such  selection  only  made  the  task  of  the 
oourt,  in  giving  effect  to  the  testator's  will,  more  simple. 

The  validity  of  the  testamentary  disposition  in  creating  the 
trust  depended  upon  its  terms  and  its  construction;  and 
whether  or  not  it  should  be  enforced,  was  not  dependent 
upon  extrinsic  facts  or  the  acts  of  the  executors. 

As  the  moneys  had  not  been  paid  over  by  the  executors  in 
Power  agt.  Cassidy  when  the  action  was  commenced,  the 
action  of  the  executors  in  making  a  selection  would  have  been 
nugatory,  had  the  trust  itself  failed  to  secure  the  approval  of 
the  couft. 

And  upon  the  authority  of  that  case  had  the  plaintiffs  in 
this  action  made  their  selection  of  some  charitable  institution 
or  institutions  from  the  class  designated  by  the  testator,  com- 
petent in  law  to  take  a  bequest,  and  had  they  paid  over  the 
moneys  instead  of  bringing  this  action  for  advice  and  instruc- 
tion, I  cannot  think  that  their  action  would  have  been  inter- 
Vou  LXII        16 
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fered  with,  but  that  otherwise,  upon  the  settlement  of  their 
accounts  such  payment  would  have  been  allowed  as  a  proper 
discharge  of  duty,  and  as  a  suitable  application  of  the  moneys 
in  their  hands,  according  to  the  will  of  the  testator. 

Upon  the  hearing  it  was,  however,  stated  by  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  plaintiffs,  that  the  executors  had  in  fact  made 
a  selection  of  one  or  more  societies  to  whom  they  desired  to 
pay  the  money.  Nothing  is,  however,  said  upon  that  subject 
in  the  complaint.  As  the  plaintiffs  seek  in  this  action  to  close 
up  the  whole  matter  in  their  hands,  including  the  testament- 
ary  directions  in  this  particular,  and  as  that  is  a  matter  in 
which  the  defendants  are  concerned,  the  institutions  selected 
to  receive  the  moneys  should  be  brought  in  as  parties  to  this 
action,  and  evidence  should  be  adduced  as  to  their  competency 
in  law  and  under  the  will  to  take  the  money  set  apart  to  them 
respectively.  The  will  speaks  of  institutions.  A  selection  of 
one  only  would  not  answer  the  terms  of  the  bequest.  More 
than  one  should  be  chosen.  The  conclusion  reached  is  that 
the  bequest  in  question  is  valid,  and  should  be  enforced  accord- 
ing to  the  directions  of  the  testator.  But  it  is  directed  that 
the  case  stand  over  until  the  third  Monday  of  October  next, 
to  enable  the  plaintiff  in  the  meanwhile  to  bring  in  as  parties 
defendant  the  charitable  institutions  chosen  by  the  executors, 
from  the  class  designated  by  the  testator,  when  the  case  will 
be  disposed  of  upon  the  principles  above  suggested. 
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Akdbbw  J.  Ensign,  appellant,  agt.  St.  Louis  and  San  ¥kas- 
oisoo  Railway  Company.    (Thbeb  Cases). 

8uJbmi$tion  to  a/rbitroHon — When  it  does  not  operate  as  a  dieconUnuance  qf 

the  aetioni  —  Stajf  of  proceedings — Practioe. 

In  March,  1880,  these  three  actions  were  pending  in  this  court,  having 
been  referred  to  a  referee  to  hear  and  determine.  There  were  also 
several  suits  pending  in  the  circuit  court  of  Christian  county,  Missouri 
The  parties  entered  into  an  agreement  to  submit  all  their  matters  in 
difference  to  two  arbitrators  for  settlement,  "  said  arbitrators  finding  an 
award  to  be  final,  and  conclusiYe  on  the  parties  hereto."  The  submis- 
sion also  contained  a  clause,  that  "  all  suits  now  i>ending"  are  hereby 
suspended  until  the  award  of  said  arbitrators  is  made,  when  the  same 
shall  be  dismissed : 

Bdd,  that  this  language  indicates  an  intention  upon  the  part  of  both 
parties  that  the  submission  shouM  not  operate  as  an  absolute  discon- 
tinuance of  the  several  actiona. 

The  suits  were  simply  suspended  during  the  time  required  to  execute  the 
arbitration,  and  when  the  award  was  made  then  the  actions  were  to  be 
dismissed.  They  could  not  regularly  be  moved  by  either  party  dur- 
ing the  lifetime  of  the  submission. 

Where  it  was  said  by  plaintiff  that  the  submission  was  procured  by  fraud; 
that  the  arbitrotora  were  stockholdere  of  the  defendant  and  therefore 
not  proper  persons  to  act  as  arbitrators,  and  that  the  submission  had 
been  revoked : 

BM,  that  if  these  allegations  were  true  the  orderly  course  for  the  plain- 
tiff to  pursue  would  be  to  make  a  motion  or  bring  a  suit  to  set  aside  the 
submission. 

FourtJi  Depaaimentj  Oenerdl  Term^  January,  1881. 

Before  Taloott,  P,  J.,  Smith  and  ELASDiNy  JJ. 

» 
Appsal  from  an  order  made  at  the  Jefferson  special  term, 
staying  all  proceedings  in  the  three  actions  '^  nntil  the  award 
is  made  in  the  arbitration  referred  to  in  the  papers  read  on 
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motion,  and  in  case  no  award  is  or  shall  be  made  as  aforesaid, 
then  until  the  further  order  of  the  court." 

The  defendant,  upon  the  affidavit  of  John  O.  Day,  which 
set  out  an  agreement  between  the  parties  to  arbitrate  all  mat- 
ters and  differences  between  them,  applied  for  the  stay. 

The  plaintiff  read  his  affidavit  in  opposition  to  the  motion, 
in  which  he  set  out  several  new  matters,  and  upon  which  he 
asserts  the  motion  should  have  been  denied.  The  defendant 
had  no  opportunity  to  answer  the  new  matter  so  set  out  in 
plaintiff's  affidavit 

A.  B.  Moore  and  Jo?m  La/nnng^  for  appellant. 

McCa/rtm  cfe  WiUicmia^  for  respondent. 

Habdin,  J. —  In  March,  1880,  these  three  actions  were 
pending  in  this  court,  having  been  referred  to  a  referee  to 
hear  and  determine. 

There  were  also  several  suits  pending  in  the  circuit  conrt 
of  Christian  county,  Missouri. 

The  parties  entered  into  an  agreement  to  submit  all  their 
matters  in  difference  to  the  arbitrament  of  Calvin  Littlefield 
and  Ozias  Bailey,  for  settlement,  ^'said  Littlefield  and  Bailey 
finding  an  award  to  be  final  and  conclusive  on  the  parties 
hereto." 

The  submission  also  contained  a  clanse  that ''  all  suits  now 
pending"  are  hereby  suspended  until  the  award  of  said  arbi- 
trators is  made  to  the  said  circuit  court  of  Christian  county, 
when  the  same  shall  be  dismissed. 

This  language  indicates  an  intention  upon  the  part  of  both 
parties  that  the  submission  should  not  operate  as  an  absolute 
discontinuance  of  the  several  actions  {Ex  parte  Wright^  6 
Cowen^  399 ;  Jacoby  agt.  Johnston^  1  jfftm,  243 ;  Bibd  agt 
Dewey  J  22  How.,  342 ;  Baldwin  agt.  Bemiett^  4  Hv/n^  120). 

The  suits  were  simply  suspended  during  the  time  required 
to  execute  the  arbitration,  and  when  the  award  was  made, 
then  the  actions  were  to  be  dismissed. 
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The  actions  could  not  regularly  be  moved  by  either  party 
daring  the  lifetime  of  the  Bubmifision. 

But  it  is  said  in  behalf  of  the  appellant  that  the  submifieion 
was  procured  by  fraud,  and,  secondly,  that  the  arbitrators  were 
stockholders  of  the  defendant,  and  therefore  not  proper  per 
sons  to  act  as  arbitrators,  and,  thirdly,  that  the  submission  has 
been  revoked.  If  these  three  allegations  be  true,  the  orderly 
course  for  the  plaintiff  to  pursue  would  be  to  make  a  motion 
or  bring  a  suit  to  set  aside  the  submission. 

The  defendant  ought  to  be  given  an  opportunity  to  meet 
gach  averments  before  the  court  passes  upon  them. 

The  form  of  the  revocation  is  not  before  us ;  we  express  no 
opinion  as  to  its  validity  {Jaooby  agt.  Johnston^  supra): 

It  is  also  said  that  the  defendants  have  waived  the  submis- 
sion by  admitting  service  of  notice  of  hearing  of  these  cases 
before  the  referee,  and  by  moving  the  cases  in  the  circuit 
court  of  Christian  county,  Missouri,  and  taking  judgments 
therein  since  the  submission.  These  questions  can  be  con- 
sidered when  proceedings  are  taken  to  vacate  or  set  aside  the 
submission.  We  should  affirm  the  order  staying  proceedings 
without  prejudice,  however,  to  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to 
take  such  steps  as  he  shall  be  advised  to  vacate  the  submission. 

The  order  should  be  affirmed,  with  ten  dollars  costs  in  one 
case  only,  and  disbursements  in  all  the  cases. 

Taloott,  p.  J.,  and  Smtth,  J.,  concurred. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

Fbederick  a.  Potts,  respondent,  agt.  Isaac  Mater,  impleaded 

with  Elkin  Hyman. 

TeiUnumff  cf  p(vrtiy  dying  afier  trial  u  eoidencs  en  new  trial — When  pofrtif, 
de,,  cannot  be  ecuwiined  —  Code  qf  CivU  Procedure,  sees,  829,  881. 

When  on  the  trial  the  plaintiff  read  in  his  own  behalf  the  cross-examina- 
tion of  H.,  a  deceased,  party  taken  on  a  former  trial,  showing  what  had 
nowhere  else  appeared  in  the  case,  the  existence  of  an  indebtedness 
from  the  defendant  M.  to  H.,  and  which  constituted  the  agreed  consid- 
eration of  the  note  : 

Eeldf  that  by  this  proof  or  the  sworn  declarations  of  the  deceased,  the 
plaintiff  encountered  the  exception  in  section  829  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  and  exposed  himself  to  the  evidence  of  the  defendant  M. 
as  to  the  same  transaction. 

OctabeTj  1881. 

Action  upon  a  note,  dated  March  3, 1874,  made  by  Hyman 
and  Mayer  to  their  own  order,  and  by  them  indorsed  for 
$1,571.39,  also  indorsed  by  Sigmund  Kohn,  and  by  him 
delivered  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  answer  set  np  that  the  note  was  made  upon  a  repre- 
sentation that  Hyman  was  indebted  to  Kohn  in  the  sum  of 
$1,200  ;  that  Kohn  was  to  have  the  note  discounted,  and  pay 
the  difference  between  the  $1,200  and  the  proceeds  of  the  dis- 
count to  Hyman ;  that  there  was,  in  truth,  no  indebtedness 
from  Hyman  to  Kohn,  but  on  the  contrary  Kohn  was  largely 
indebted  to  Hyman,  and  in  fact  there  was  no  consideration 
for  the  note,  and  that  Kohn  was  to  have  the  note  discounted 
and  return  the  whole  proceeds  to  Hyman.  That  subsequently 
Hyman  &  Mayer  dissolved  partnership,  and  that  upon  such 
dissolution,  Hyman  assumed  and  agreed  to  pay  the  partnership 
indebtedness.  That  Kohn  did  not  have  the  note  discounted, 
but  passed  it  away  for  an  old  indebtedness  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  real  party  in  interest. 
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On  the  trial  the  defendant  Mayer  claimed  and  was  allowed 
the  affirmative  of  the  issue. 

It  was  concluded  on  the  trial  that  the  plaintiff  stood  in  no 
better  position  than  Kohn. 

The  defendant  examined  the  plaintiff,  and  then  read  the 
evidence  from  printed  report  of  former  trial  given  by  Elkin 
Hyman  who,  it  was  admitted,  was  dead. 

The  proof  showed  that  Hyman  paid  Mayer  for  the  making 
of  the  note. 

After  having  read  Hyman's  deposition  proving  that  he  gave 

Mayer  value  for  the  note,  the  defendant  was  called  on  his  own 

.behalf,  and  was  asked  if  that  evidence  was  correct.    The 

inquiry  was  objected  to  and  excluded,  and  exception  taken. 

MichcMrd  8.  Newoambe,  of  counsel  for  respondent. 

I.  The  defendants  who  held  the  affirmative  of  the  issue, 
read  the  evidence  of  Elkin  Hyman,  who  was  one  of  the  pai't- 
ners  of  Hyman  &  Mayer,  and  who  died  before  this  trial.  In 
that  evidence  Hyman  on  his  direct  examination  testified  that  he, 
Hyman,  had  paid  his  partner  Mayer  for  the  note  in  suit ;  upon 
that  he  was  simply  cross-examined.  The  proof  so  given  was 
Hyman's  version  of  the  consideration  of  the  promissory  note, 
and  that  showed  that  the  note  was  made  for  value  received. 
This  proof  having  been  given  by  the  defendants,  they  sought 
afterwards  to  prove  by  Isaac  Mayer  the  surviving  partner  of 
Hyman  <fe  Mayer  that  the  fact  was  different  from  what  their 
witness  Hyman  had  testified.  This  we  say  was  properly 
excluded.  Ist.  Because  Mayer  was  an  incompetent  witness, 
Hyman  being  dead,  as  to  transactions  between  him  and 
Hyman,  under  section  829  of  the  Code.  The  plaintiff  derived 
his  title  through  a  deceased  person  (Hyman)  and  the  plain- 
tiff had  not  given  Hyman's  testimony  in  evidence.  The 
defendant  gave  that  in  evidence,  not  the  plaintiff.* 

*  Section  880  of  the  Code  has  no  application,  not  having  been  passed 
until  several  months  after  this  trial. 
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FmcH,  J. — We  think  the  evidence  of  Mayer  offered  to 
contradict  the  statement  of  Hjman  that  he  has  paid  for  the 
note  in  suit  was  improperly  excluded.  The  objection  made 
to  it  rested  upon  section  829  of  the  Code.  Hyman  was  a 
party  defendant  and  on  a  former  trial  had  been  examined  and 
cross-examined  as  a  witness  giving  material  evidence  bearing 
upon  the  inception  and  consideration  of  the  note.  He  died 
before  the  last  trial  of  the  case,  and  upon  that  occasion  his 
testimony  upon  the  former  trial  was  read  in  evidence.  The 
direct  examination  of  the  witness  was  read  in  behalf  of  the 
defendant  Mayer.  Among  the  questions  asked  him  was 
what  Kohn  the  indorser  gave  him  for  the  note.  The  witness 
replied  that  Kohn  gave  him  nothing,  and  added  the  statement, 
not  at  all  responsive  to  the  question,  "  but  I  paid  for  the  note 
to  Mr.  Mayer.'*  So  far  as  it  went  this  last  statement  was  mate- 
rial to  the  plaintiff,  and  adverse  to  the  theory  of  the  defense. 
That  theory  rested  upon  an  alleged  diversion  of  the  note 
from  its  lawful  use,  which  could  not  be  true  if  it  passed  to 
Hyman  for  a  full  and  valid  consideration.  But  the  statement 
of  the  witness  tending  to  establish  this  fact  was  not  only 
volunteered  and  unresponsive,  but  incomplete  and  imperfect, 
since  it  left  the  allegation  of  payment  without  explanation 
and  in  a  form  somewhat  doubtful  and  equivocal  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  plaintiff.  The  latter,  realizing  this  fact  and  not 
choosing  to  leave  the  evidence  open  to  doubt  and  criticism, 
thereupon  read  in  evidence  his  own  cross  examination  of  the 
witness  as  to  what  he  meant  by  his  statement  of  payment  to 
Mayer,  and  thus  put  in  evidence  a  distinct  statement  of 
Hyman  that  Mayer  was  indebted  to  the  witness  in  the  amount 
of  the  note  upon  a  private  account  between  them  for  which 
consideration  the  note  was  given  and  received.  In  so  doing 
he  plainly  put  in  evidence  for  his  own  purposes  and  in  his 
own  behalf  material  and  important  declarations  of  the 
deceased.  By  reading  his  cross-examination  the  plaintiff  got 
the  benefit  of  his  testimony,  and  that  testimony  was  given  in 
evidence  by  the  plaintiff,  and  in  his  own  behalf.     His  was 
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the  only  inquiiy  as  to  the  particalar  transaction  between 
Hyman  and  Mayer;  the  defendant  having  asked  no  ques- 
tions which  involved  their  personal  dealings.  When  there- 
fore the  defendant  sought  to  contradict  by  Mayer  the  evi- 
dence of  Hyman  as  to  the  consideration  of  the  note  and 
the  indebtedness  upon  which  it  was  founded,  and  was  not 
permitted  to  do  so,  the  ruling  was  erroneous.  The  offered 
evidence  was  within  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  exception 
in  the  Code  which  permits  such  evidence  to  be  given  where 
the  testimony  of  the  deceased  person  is  given  in  evidence 
concerning  the  same  transaction  or  communication.  {Code^ 
sec,  829).  The  obvious  intention  of  the  statute  is  to  pre- 
serve equality  and  prevent  unfair  advantage.  The  mouth 
of  the  survivor  is  closed  because  the  other  party  to  the 
transaction  is  dead,  and  to  allow  the  living  witness  to  speak, 
secure  from  the  contradiction  or  correction  of  his  adver- 
sary is  to  give  him  an  advantage  manifestly  unfair  and 
dangerous  to  the  truth.  Such  inequah'ty  and  injustice  does 
not  exist,  however,  where  the  deceased  party  has  spoken 
and  his  statement  of  a  transaction  is  put  in  evidence.  In 
that  event  to  allow  the  dead  man  to  speak  through  his  declara- 
tions while  living,  and  deny  the  right  of  contradiction  or  cor- 
rection to  the  surviving  party  would  shift  the  unfair  advan- 
tage to  those  representing  the  deceased  party,  and  it  was  to 
obviate  such  injustice  that  the  exception  in  the  statute  was 
framed.  The  question  is  not,  as  the  respondent  states  it, 
whether  a  party  can  put  in  evidence  the  adverse  statements 
of  a  deceased  party  and  so  open  the  door  to  his  own  version 
of  the  same  transaction.  If  that  was  in  truth  the  question 
we  should  be  very  Hkely  to  feel  the  force  of  respondent's 
ailment  in  favor  of  excluding  the  proposed  contradiction. 
But  hear  the  plaintiff  himself  read  in  his  own  behalf  the 
cross-examination  of  the  deceased  party,  showing  what  had 
nowhere  else  appeared  in  the  case,  the  existence  of  an  indebt- 
edness due  from  the  defendant  Mayer  to  Hyman,  and  which 
constituted  the  agreed  consideration  of  the  note.  By  this 
Vol.  LXn        17 
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proof  of  the  sworn  declarations  of  the  deceased  the  plaintiff 
encountered  the  exception  in  the  Code  and  exposed  himself 
to  the  evidence  of  the  defendant  Mayer  as  to  the  same  trana- 
action.  The  ruling  which  excluded  the  offered  proof  was 
therefore  erroneous. 

Judgment  reversed,  now  trial  granted,  costs  to  abide  the 
event. 

All  concur. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


Attobney-Gsnesal  agt  Contimbntal  Life  Insuiukcb 

Company. 

Insolvent  insurance  company — Bower  of  court  to  make  aUowanee  to  eounsA 
out  of  fund  in  receiver's  hands  for  services  rendered  in  proceedings,  which 
have  for  their  purpose  and  effect  ^  protecUon  of  the  general  fund,  though 
brought  in  the  name  of  an  individual  and  for  his  own  ben^ 

Where  an  attorney  was  employed  by  an  individual  to  bring  a  suit  or 
conduct  proceedings  against  an  insolrent  insurance  company,  whose 
assets  had  been  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  such  proceedings 
having  for  their  purpose  and  effect  the  protection  of  the  general  fund 
and  assets  of  the  company,  and  their  concentration  in  such  shape  and 
under  such  control  as  should  be  for  the  benefit  of  all  policyholders 
and  others  concerned  in  the  same : 

BM,  that  the  court  has  power  to  order  the  services  paid  for  out  of  the 
funds  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver. 

The  protection  of  trusts  requires  representative  proceedings,  and  when 
necessary  and  proper  should  be  e  ncouraged,  and  the  court  as  the  admin- 
istrator of  the  trust  has  the  power  to  compensate  those  who  aid  it  in  the 
discharge  of  their  duty. 

Ulster  Special  Term^  S^temher^  1881. 

Application  by  Raphael  J.  Moses,  on  report  of  H.  J. 
8cudder,  for  an  allowance  as  counsel  to  be  paid  by  receiver. 

R.  J.  Mases^  Jr.^  in  person,  for  the  allowance. 

Wmgate  <6  CvUen^  opposed. 
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Westbbook,  «/.  — It  was  mj  intention  to  write  a  foil  opin- 
ion on  this  motion,  giving  mj  reasons  for  confirming  thift 
report,  bnt  the  demands  npon  my  time  are  so  nnmerons  and 
pressing  that  it  is  impossible.  I  content  myself  therefore 
with  this  memorandnm. 

A  very  learned  and  able  lawyer  and  npright  man,  acting 
as  referee,  has  fonnd,  after  a  fnU  hearing,  not  only  in  this 
matter,  bnt  after  a  long  and  exhausted  inquiry  into  the  affairs 
of  the  Continental  tmst,  which  peculiarly  fitted  him  to  judge 
of  the  value  and  extent  of  the  labors  of  Mr.  Moses,  that  Mr. 
Moses  ^^  has  rendered  very  valuable  services  —  services  indeed 
of  a  most  meritorious  character^  and  occupying  very  con- 
siderable time  and  involving  much  labor  and  investigation 
npon  his  part,  *  «  *  *  and  had  for  their  purpose  and 
effect  the  protection  of  the  general  fund  and  assets  of  ^'  the 
Continental  Life  Insurance  Company,  and  their  concentration 
in  such  shape  and  under  such  control  as  should  be  for 
the  benefit  of  all  policyholders  and  others  concerned  in  the 
same."  There  is  no  question  then,  either  as  to  the  merito- 
rious character  of  the  services,  or  their  value,  and  the  only 
question  is,  has  the  court  power  to  order  the  services  paid  f 
On  this  point  I  have  no  doubt  either  on  authority  or  prin- 
ciple. Allowances  under  such  circumstances  have  be^  fre- 
quently made  by  other  judges,  as  well  as  by  myself,  in  this 
state,  and  that  power  has  also  been  recognized  in  other  states 
and  in  England.  The  court  is  the  custodian  and  admin- 
istrator of  the  estate.  In  the  discharge  of  its  duties,  it  needs 
assistance  both  to  protect  the  trust  and  to  enlighten  its  con- 
science as  to  its  execution.  There  must  therefore  always  be 
representative  suits  and  proceedings,  which,  though  in  the 
name  of  individuals  for  their  own  benefit,  are  really  for  the 
benefit  of  hundreds  of  others  as  well.  To  hold  that  these 
persons  who  sustain  all  the  labor  and  anxiety  of  proceedings, 
which  are  as  much  for  others'  benefit  as  their  own,  should  in 
addition  bear  all  the  expenses  would  be  unjust  and  deter  pro- 
ceedings which  ought  to  be  taken.    Upon  the  ground :  1st. 
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That  those  who  receive  the  benefit  of  labor  onght  to  pay 
for  it ;  and,  2d.  That  the  protection  of  trusts  requires  rep- 
resentative proceedings,  and  that,  when  necessary  andproper^ 
they  should  be  encouraged  and  not  discouraged;  and,  3d. 
Because  the  court,  as  the  administrator  of  the  trust,  must 
have  the  power  to  compensate  those  who  aid  it  in  the  dis^ 
charge  of  their  duty,  the  report  of  the  referee  is  confirmed. 


X.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Alfbed  WnrrMAK  and  another,  agt.  John  D.  Jambs  and 

another. 

Order  of  arrett — BBeeutian  against  the  peraon — ValidUy  of  an  execution 
against  the  person  of  one  dtfendant,  lohere  cm  order  of  arrest  had  been 
granted  ctgainst  two  defendants  who  were  copartners,  but  executed  oniy 
against  (me —  Code  of  0ml  Procedure,  section  1487. 

Where,  in  an  action  to  recover  money  received,  an  order  of  arrest  was 
granted  against  the  two  defendants,  who  were  copartners,  upon  facts 
extrinsic  to  the  cause  of  action  set  up  in  the  complaint,  and  such  order 
of  arrest  was  executed  against  one  defendant,  and  judgment  was  after* 
waids  entered  against  the  defendants  and  execution  issued  against  the 
property  of  both,  and  then  the  execution  against  the  person  of  the 
defendant  against  whom  the  order  of  arrest  was  executed  was  issued: 

ffeld,  that  such  execution  against  the  person  was  valid,  notwithstanding 
the  order  of  arrest  was  not  executed  as  against  both  the  defendants,  and 
the  execution  issued  did  not  run  against  both  the  defendants 

Special  Term,  August,  1881. 

Forbes  dk  Sage,  for  plaintiffs. 

McDaniel  <&  So^her,  for  defendant  James. 

Yan  Bbunt,  e/.  —  This  is  a  motion  to  set  aside  an  execution 
issued  against  the  person  of  the  defendant  John  D.  James, 
on  the  ground  of  irregularity. 
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Thifi  action  was  to  recover  money  received^  and  an  order  of 
arrest  was  gnmted  against  the  defendants  npon  facts  extrinsic 
to 'the  caose  of  action  set  np  in  the  complaint,  and  snch  order 
of  arrest  was  executed  against  the  defendant  John  D.  James. 
The  case  was  tried  and  a  judgment  was  entered  against  the 
defendants,  who  were  copartners.  An  execution  against  the 
property  of  both  the  defendants  was  issued  to  the  sheriff,  and 
then  the  execution  against  the  person  of  John  D.  James,  who 
was  arrested  under  the  order  of  arrest,  was  issued,  and  this 
motion  is  to  set  aside  this  execution. 

It  is  claimed  that  t)ecauBe  the  order  of  arrest  was  not 
executed  as  against  both  the  defendants,  and  as  the  execution 
issued  does  not  run  against  both  the  defendants,  that  it  is 
irregular  and  void. 

This  motion  is  based  upon  the  theory  that  the  execution 
does  not  follow  the  judgment.  This  rule,  an  examinaton  will 
show,  applies  solely  to  those  cases  where  the  right  to  issue  an 
execution  against  the  person  follows  from  the  fact  of  a  judg- 
ment having  been  obtained  in  the  action,  and  does  not  depend 
upon  any  previous  proceeding  in  the  action.  It  applies  to 
cases  where  the  gist  of  the  action  is  a  tort,  and  where,  if  a 
judgment  is  obtained,  an  execution  against  the  person  may  be 
issued  as  a  matter  of  course.  But  in  this  action  the  right  to 
issue  the  execution  does  not  depend  on  the  fact  of  having 
obtained  a  judgment  alone,  because  section  1487  prescribes 
the  cases  in  which  an  execution  may  be  issued  against  the 
person,  the  first  being  where  the  plaintiff^s  right  to  arrest  the 
defendant  depends  npon  the  nature  of  the  action,  and  the 
second  being  in  any  other  case  where  an  order  of  arrest  has 
been  granted  and  executed  in  the  action,  and  if  it  has  been 
executed  against  the  judgment  debtor,  where  it  has  not  been 
vacated. 

An  order  of  arrest  was  issued  against  the  defendant  James, 
and  executed  and  not  vacated,  which  brings  him  within  the 
provisions  of  the  several  subdivisions  of  this  section  of  the 
Code;  and  because  the  order  of  arrest  issued  against   his 
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oodef  endant  WilBon  has  not  been  executed,  no  execution  could 
be  iflftued  against  the  person  of  Wilson. 

Now  if  in  an  action  against  several  defendants,  where  an 
order  of  arrest  has  been  issued  against  all  the  defendants  and 
executed  against  all  but  one,  and  it  has  been  impossible  to 
execute  the  order  against  that  defendant,  the  claim  of  the 
defendant  James  in  this  action  is  well  founded,  all  the  other 
defendants  are  exempted  from  the  execution  against  the 
person  becatsse  the  plaintiff  has  found  it  impossible  to  exe- 
cute the  order  of  arrest  against  a  codefendant.  Such  a  result 
was  never  contemplated  by  the  Code,  and  such  a  construction, 
unless  compelled  by  the  Ianguafi;e  vt  the  Code,  should  not  be 
put  upon  it. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  authorities  cited,  that  an 
execution  against  the  person  must  follow  the  judgment,  do 
not  apply  to  the  case  where  the  right  to  issue  an  execution 
does  not  depend  on  the  nature  of  the  action. 

The  motion  to  set  aside  the  execution  must  therefore  be 
d^ed,  with  ten  dollars  costs. 
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Sheldon  Goodwin,  executor,  <fec.,  under  the  will  of  David 
LEAYrrr,  deceased,  agt.  Elizabstth  L.  Howe  and  others. 

WiU—eoM^rucUon  qf—  Duty  of  trustees  holding  funds  fm'  investment  for  the 

benefit  of  minor  children. 

Where,  in  a  will,  the  testator  directs  his  estate  to  be  divided  into  a  cer- 
tain number  of  shares,  and  that  one  of  said  shares  shall  be  held  in 
trust  to  keep  the  same  invested  and  to  receive  the  rents,  income  and 
profits  thereof,  and  pay  the  same  over  to  the  beneficiary  named  as  they 
accrue  and  are  collected,  and  the  property  devised  by  the  testator  is 
not  invested  in  securities  recognized  by  the  rules  of  law  appUcable  to 
investments  by  trustees,  the  trustee  must  sell  and  reinvest  in  accordance 
with  such  rule. 

Special  Term^  Attgttet^  1881. 
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George  O.  Kobhe^  for  plaintiff. 

WkUtock  dk  Simandsj  for  guardian  ad  litem. 

Lvndley  dk  lA/ndleyy  for  adult  defendants. 

Lawbbnob,  J.  —  This  action  is  brought  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  a  construction  of  the  sixth  clause  of  the  will  of 
the  late  David  Leavitt,  and  of  the  first  and  second  codicil  to 
aaid  wilL 

Bj  the  original  provision  of  the  will  the  testator  directed, 
among  other  things,  a  division  of  his  residuary  estate  into 
five  parts,  one  of  which  parts  he  gave  to  his  executors  in  trust 
to  divide  the  same  into  four  shares.  In  relation  to  one  of 
said  shares  the  will  provides  as  follows :  ^'Also  upon  trust 
to  set  apart  and  hold  one  other  of  said  four  parts  or  shares 
for  the  benefit  of  Frank  E.  Leavitt,  son  of  my  son  Sheldon 
Leavitt,  lately  deceased,  for  and  during  his  natural  life,  but 
not  exceeding  ten  years  from  the  date  of  my  decease,  in  trust, 
to  keep  the  same  invested  and  to  receive  the  rents,  income 
and  profits  thereof  and  pay  the  same  over  to  the  said  Frank 
K.  Leavitt  as  they  accrue  and  are  collected,  after  deducting 
all  necessary  expenses  and  charges.  If  the  said  Frank  E. 
Leavitt  should  live  more  than  ten  years  after  my  decease, 
then  at  the  expiration  of  said  ten  years,  I  direct  that  said 
trust  be  terminated,  and  the  principid  shall  belong  absolutely 
to  said  Frank  K.  Leavitt,  and  be  delivered  and  conveyed  to 
him  by  said  trustees  for  his  own  use  forever." 

By  a  codicU  to  the  will,  dated  the  11th  day  of  April,  1878, 
the  testator  revoked  the  provisions  of  his  wiU  as  to  one  of 
the  four  shares  of  said  one-fifth  part  of  his  residuary  estate, 
given  by  his  will  to  one  Josephine  D.  Crane,  and  directed 
his  executors  to  divide  said  one-fifth  part  into  three  shares 
and  not  four.  One  of  the  said  three  shares  of  said  one-fifth 
part  was  given  by  said  codicil  to  said  Frank  K.  Leavitt. 
Then  by  a  second  codicil  to  said  will,  dated  November  24, 
1879,  the  testator  provided  that  the  trust  created  for  Frank 
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K.  Leavitt  by  the  will  sbonld  continue  daring  his  life,  and 
that  at  his  death  the  principal  of  said  share  should  be  distri- 
buted among  his  widow  arid  next  of  kin,  according  to  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  New  York,  as  if  he  had  died  possessed 
of  said  share. 

Frank  K.  Leavitt  has  one  child,  Frank  Sheldon  Leavitt,  an 
infant,  who  is  one  of  the  defendants  in  this  case. 

Since  the  case  of  ITing  agt.  Talbot  {reported  in  40  i\^. 
Y.  R.J  76),  there  is  no  room  for  doubting  that  a  trustee 
holding  funds  for  investment  for  the  benefit  of  minor 
children  must  invest  in  government  or  real  estate  securities, 
and  that  any  other  investment  would  be  a  breach  of  duty,  and 
the  trustee  personally  liable  for  such  breach* 

It  is  true  that  there  are  cases  in  this  state  in  which  it  has 
been  held  that  executors  are  not  liable  for  the  mere  neglect 
to  change  the  investment  made  by  the  testator  of  funds 
bequeathed  by  his  will.  But  in  this  case  I  am  called  upon 
to  decide  affirmatively  that  in  consequence  of  the  fact  that 
the  testator  had  invested  certain  portions  of  his  personal 
property  in  different  kinds  of  securities,  and  of  certain  expres- 
sions in  his  will  contained,  he  has  devolved  upon  the  executor 
and  trustee  the  right  to  retain  the  investment  thus  made 
without  incurring  the  liability  or  obligation  which  he  would 
otherwise  have  incurred  if  he  had  made  such  investment  on 
his  own  personal  responsibility.  Without  undertaking  to  go 
over  the  cases  which  have  discussed  this  subject,  I  deem  it 
sufficient  to  say  that  I  can  find  nothing  in  the  will  whidi 
justifies  me  in  advising  the  trustee  that  it  is  competent  for 
him  to  depart  from  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  King 
agt.  Talhottj  and  even  although  an  adherence  to  that  rule 
may  result  in  a  diminution  of  income  to  the  present  bene- 
ficiaries under  the  clause  in  the  will  in  question,  I  would  not 
be  warranted  in  disregarding  the  rule,  the  rights  of  an  infant 
being  concerned.  It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  I  cannot 
grant  the  relief  which  is  asked  for  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
complaint  must  be  dismissed,  with  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT, 
JoBEPH  M.  Stobdabt,  Jb.,  agt  H.  H.  Key  and  others. 

Contract —  La/w  of  place — Words  **  dt  Co,"  token  need  by  a  pereon  who  has 
no  partners— lUegal  defense  must  be  pleaded— Principal  and  agtmcy—  WhaX 
fmounts  to  an  abandonment  cf  agency — Bights  of  principal. 

The  plaintiif ,  a  resident  of  Philadelphia  and  a  publisher  of  books  at 
that  place,  under  a  firm  name  of  "J.  M.  Stoddart  &  Co.,"  but  having 
In  fact  no  partner,  entered  into  a  contract  under  the  name  of  "  J.  M. 
Stoddart  &  Co."  with  the  defendant  Key,  at  the  city  of  Philadelphia, 
in  respect  to  the  canyassing  for  and  selling  by  Key  of  the  American 
reprint,  of  the  *^  EhncyotopoBdia  BrUanrdaa**  in  the  states  of  New  York 
ajhd  New  Jersey.  Key  was  to  report  to  Stoddart  at  Philadelphia,  from 
which  place  all  the  supplies  were  to  be  ordered  and  forwarded: 

EM,  in  an  action  brought  in  this  state  in  favor  of  Stoddart  against  Key 
and  others,  founded  upon  the  contract,  that  the  contract  was  not  void, 
under  the  statutes  of  New  York,  which  forbids  the  carrying  on  of  busi- 
ness by  an  individual  in  a  firm  name,  or  the  use  of  the  words  "& 
Co."  when  it  represents  no  actual  partner  {Laws  of  N.  7!,  1833,  chap, 
281).  As  a  general  rule  the  law  of  the  state,  when  contracts  purely 
personal  are  made,  must  govern  as  to  their  construotion  and  validity, 
unless  made  in  reference  to  the  laws  of  another  state  in  which  they 
are  to  be  performed. 

When  it  is  claimed  that  a  contract  is  void  because  made  in  violation  of 
the  act  forbidding  the  use  of  the  words  "&  Co.,"  when  they  do  not 
represent  an  actual  partner,  the  illegality  must  be  set  up  affirmatively 
as  a  defense,  and  if  not  pleaded  it  cannot  be  urged  upon  the  trial, 
when  the  fact  appears,  as  a  ground  for  dismissing  the  complaint 
((yZoole  agt  Garvin,  1  Bun,  92). 

When  an  agent,  under  a  contract  regulating  his  services  and  compensa- 
tion as  a  canvasser  of  books  in  process  of  publication,  writes  to  his 
principal  as  follows:  *'I  have  determined  to  sell  out  and  give  up  this 
business;  if  you  want  it,  come  or  send  on,  and  I  will  give  you  the 
figures  which  I  will  take;  this  is  final: " 

Held,  that  the  principal  was  justified,  after  making  a  fair  and  reasonable 
proposition  to  settle,  which  was  not  accepted,  and  the  good  faith  of  the 
agent  was  reasonably  suspected,  under  the  facts  and  circumstances  of 
the  case,  as  stated  in  the  opinion,  in  treating  the  defendant's  action  as 
an  abandonment  of  the  agency,  and  in  at  once  appointing  another 
person  in  his  place,  and  that  a  sale  of  the  list  of  subscribers,  or  an 
attempt  to  release  them,  made  by  Key  thereafter,  was  invalid. 
Vol.  LXII         18 
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Edward  Patterson  and  Jofdah  R,  Sypher^  for  plaintiff. 

Burton  N.  Harrisonj  for  defendants  Key  and  Hall. 

B.  F,  Bvnmngj  for  defendants  Scribner,  Armstrong  & 
Co.  and  Hall. 

Van  Vobst,  J.  —  The  contract  of  the  9th  day  of  June, 
1877,  by  the  terms  of  which  the  defendant  Key  agreed,  for 
the  consideration  therein  expressed,  to  serve  the  plaintiff  in 
canvassing ,  for  and  selling  the  American  reprint  of  the 
'^  Eneyclopsedia  Britannica,"  was  made  in  the  state  of  Penn- 
sylvania. Although  the  canvassing  and  selling  under  the 
contract  was  to  be  done  by  Key  in  the  states  of  Kew  York 
and  New  Jersey,  yet  he  was  to  report  to  the  plaintiff  at 
Philadelphia,  where  the  book  was  published,  and  from  whence 
he  was  to  receive  his  supplies. 

By  the  agreement  Key  was  to  forward  to  the  plaintiff,  at 
Philadelphia,  at  the  end  of  each  week,  the  name  and  address  of 
each  subscriber  secured  by  him  during  the  previous  week,  and, 
as  far  as  possible,  the  name  and  address  was  to  be  written  on 
the  "  contract  order  "  prepared  and  furnished  by  the  plaintiff. 

These  orders  were  to  be  held  by  the  plaintiff  as  collateral 
security  so  long  as  Key  should  faithfully  fulfill  the  conditions 
of  his  contract,  and  in  case  of  the  non-continuance  of  the 
agency  by  Key,  or  his  non-fulfillment  of  the  conditions  of 
the  contract,  the  orders  were  to  become  the  property  of  the 
plaintiff  to  the  extent  of  Key's  indebtedness  to  the  plaintiff, 
the  balance  of  Key's  commission  or  earnings  under  the  con- 
tract, after  the  payment  of  his  debt,  was  to  revert  to  him  or 
his  assigns. 

After  entering  into  the  agreement  Key  proceeded  to  can- 
vass for  the  work,  and  procured  some  one  hundred  and  fifty 
subscribers,  or  thereabouts,  to  whom  the  work  published  by 
the  plaintiff  was  delivered  as  the  volumes  were  issued.  The 
work  was  to  run  through  twenty-one  volumes.  At  the  time 
the  agency  was  abandoned  by  Key,  as  is  hereinafter  men- 
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tionedy  siz  volnmee  had  been  published  and  delivered  to  snb- 
Bcribers. 

The  evidence  shows  that  Key  did  not  make,  as  he  was 
required  to  do,  regular  and  accurate  reports  of  the  names  of 
all  the  subscribers. 

The  construction  to  be  given  to  the  letter  of  Key,  written 
on  the  31st  day  of  January,  1878,  to  the  plaintiff,  based  upon 
its  language  and  his  subsequent  conduct,  is  that  he,  on  that 
day,  for  all  practical  purposes,  abandoned  the  contract  and  his 
agency  thereunder. 

Before  that  day  he  had  heard  of  a  new  enterprise  which 
was  being  formed  under  the  direction  of  the  defendant  Hall, 
which  opened  to  him  hopes  in  another  direction,  and  dis- 
turbed his  loyalty  to  the  plaintiff  and  his  particular  work. 
He  had  evidently  lost  faith  in  the  plaintiff's  success. 

In  this  letter.  Key  alludes  to  this  cheap  English  edition  of 
the  Encyclopsedia  which  Mr.  Hall,  who  had  just  returned 
from  Europe,  was  about  to  put  upon  the  market. 

In  concluding  his  letter  he  says : 

^'  Since  writing  the  above,  I  have  determined  to  sell  out 
and  give  up  this  business.  If  you  want  it,  come  or  send  on, 
and  I  will  give  you  the  figures  which  I  will  take.    This  is  final." 

At  this  time  Key  owed  the  plaintiff  about  $1,400  for 
books  delivered  to  him  under  the  contract  for  subscribers. 

By  the  terms  of  the  agreement  he  had  an  interest  in  the 
commission  earned  by  him,  subject  to  the  payment  thereout 
of  the  moneys  due  from  him  to  the  plaintiff.  It  must  be 
considered  that  it  was  such  resulting  interest  only  which  he 
could  sell  to  any  person  other  than  the  plantiff.  For  it 
cannot  be  supposed  that  he  could  sell  the  contract  and  sub- 
stitute a  third  person  in  his  place,  to  assume  its  burdens  and 
reap  its  future  advantages,  without  the  plaintiffs  concurrence. 

The  natural  effect  upon  the  plaintiff  of  snch  a  notification  as 
was  contained  in  the  defendant's  letter  of  the  thirty-first  of 
January,  would  be  to  excite  his  apprehension  and  move  him 
to  prompt  action. 
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The  plaintiff  had  a  large  amount  already  invested  in  this 
enterprise,  and  Key's  field  of  operation  under  the  contract 
was  important. 

The  notification  contains  a  clear  and  unqualified  expression 
of  Key's  abandonment  of  the  business  and  of  his  final  determ- 
ination to  sell  out.  It  contains  an  implication  of  a  right  to 
sell  to  others,  for  he  says,  if  "  you  want  it "  come  or  send  on 
and  I  will  give  you  the  figures. 

There  was  no  other  course  open  to  the  plaintiff,  under  such 
circumstances,  than  to  take  the  defendant  at  his  word.  Any 
delay  or  hesitancy  would  only  imperil  the  plaintiff's  enterprise. 

In  reply  to  this  letter  the  plaintiff  immediately  telegraphed 
the  defendant  that  to  *'  secure  a  settlement "  he  must  come 
to  Philadelphia  without  delay,  and  britig  his  record  books  and 
accounts. 

On  the  second  day  of  February  the  defendant  went  to 
Philadelphia ;  and  in  an  interview  with  the  plaintiff  he  said 
he  was  troubled  about  the  business,  had  decided  to  give  it  up, 
and  was  going  to  South  America.  He  said  he  wanted  to  be 
paid  for  the  orders  he  had  obtained,  and  would  sell  out  his 
interest  for  fifteen  per  cent  of  the  prospective  value  of  the 
volumes  yet  to  be  delivered. 

The  plaintiff  at  once  accepted  the  defendant's  offer,  and  said 
he  would  pay  him  the  fifteen  per  cent  demanded,  but  would 
require  the  orders  to  be  proved  by  the  delivery  of  one  volume 
on  each  order. 

This  requisition,  which  must  be  considered  as  reasonable, 
the  defendant  refused.  He  said  he  wished  to  be  settled  with 
and  immediately  receive  his  money. 

Plaintiff  stated  that  in  that  way  he  might  be  paying  for 
something  that  did  not  exist,  but  would  adjust  the  matter  in 
the  way  he  mentioned.  No  such  result  being  reached,  the 
plaintiff  said  his  business  in  New  York  must  be  protected, 
and  that  he  would  at  once  procure  some  other  person  to  attend 
to  it. 

To  this  the  defendant  objected,  saying  that  the  plaintiff 
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should  do  nothing  towards  carrying  on  his  business  until  he 
had  settled  with  him. 

Plaintiff  at  once  appointed  a  person  in  New  York  to  attend 
to  his  affairs.  Key  gave  no  further  attention  to  his  duties 
under  the  eontract,  but  did  enter  into  arrangements  with  Hall, 
the  effect  of  which,  if  successful,  will  prove  destructive  to  the 
plaintiff's  rights  under  the  contract  and  injurious  to  his  enter- 
prise in  general. 

The  subsequent  action  of  Key  clearly  enough  shows  that 
he  entertained  no  idea  of  going  to  South  America,  and  that 
it  was  simply  assigned  as  a  plausible  reason  for  abandoning  his 
contract  with  plaintiff.  His  action  afterwards  shows  that  it 
was  his  then  intention  to  enter  into  the  service  of  Hall,  and 
under  him  circulate  the  rival  edition  of  the  Encydopsedia,  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  plaintiff's  work.  This  secret  purpose  led 
him  without  doubt  to  reject  the  plaintiff's  reasonable  request 
to  test  the  accuracy  of  his  orders  by  the  delivery  of  one 
volume  of  the  work,  as  a  basis  of  fixing  the  fifteen  per  cent 
upon  future  deliveries. 

That  it  was  the  purpose  of  the  defendant  Hall  to  injure  the 
plaintiff's  enterprise  appears  by  the  evidence  of  Alvin  J. 
Johnson,  which  is  not  contradicted.  Hall  said  to  Johnson : 
"We  will  get  all  the  plaintiff's  canvassers,  and  we  will  get 
all  their  subscriptions,  and  they  can  never  finish  the  work." 
Having  made  some  arrangements  with  Hall,  the  defendant, 
assuming  to  act  as  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff,  during  the  month 
of  February  called  upon  several  of  the  subscribers  to  the 
plaintiff's  work,  and  in  writing  released  them,  or  assumed  to 
do  so,  from  their  obligation  to  receive  the  remainder  of  the 
volumes,  and  he  agreed  to  take  from  them  such  of  the  vol- 
umes as  they  had  already  received  under  their  subscriptions, 
and  exchange  for  them  volume  for  volume  of  the  English 
edition,  and  to  deliver  to  them  the  remaining  volumes  of  that 
edition.  Key,  afterwards  aided  by  Hall,  carried  out  that 
arrangement  with  several  persons.  Several  of  the  subscribers 
to  plaintifiPs  book,  who  were  induced  to  make  such  change. 
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were  informed  by  Key  in  substance  tnat  the  plaintifia  were 
not  able  to  complete  the  publication  of  their  work  through  a 
want  of  necessary  funds. 

To  at  least  two  persons  defendant  Key  stated  that  he  had 
sold  the  list  of  subscribers  which  he  had  obtained  for  plaintiff's 
work  to  the  defendant  Hall,  or  to  the  defendents  Scribner, 
Armstrong  &  Co.,  for  a  pecuniary  consideration.  Hall's  sub- 
stantial relation  to  this  controversy  may  be  shortly  stated.  He 
had  originally,  and  in  the  fall  of  the  year  1877,  some  arrange- 
ments with  the  house  of  Little  &  Brown,  of  Boston,  the 
importers  of  an  English  edition  of  the  Encyclopaedia,  by  which 
he  would  circulate  the  work  in  this  country.  Hall  had  some 
special  relation  to  the  house  of  Scribner,  Armstrong  &  Co.,  in 
connection  with  the  circulation  by  subscription  of  some  books 
they  were  publishing.  He  was  so  connected  with  Bryant's 
"  History  of  the  United  States  "  and  a  work  on  birds.  They 
had  no  connection  with  Hall's  work  on  the  English  Encyclo- 
psedia  other  than  as  guarantors  that  he  would  pay  for  such 
books  as  he  might  receive  from  Little  &  Brown. 

In  the  end  and  about  the  month  of  April,  1878,  and  after 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  by  an  arrangement  they  made 
with  the  English  publishers  abroad,  they  became  the  importers 
of  the  book  instead  of  Little  &  Brown,  and  are  now  the 
receivers  of  the  same  in  this  country. 

At  the  times,  however,  during  which  the  matters  in  con- 
troversy herein  arose,  they  had  no  actual  interest  in  the  work. 
It  was  Hall's  individual  concern,  and  what  he  did  with  Key 
was  on  his  own  responsibility  and  in  his  own  interest. 

But  having  become  responsible  through  their  guarantee  to 
Little  &  Brown  for  the  delivery  to  Hall,  Scribner,  Armstrong 
&  Co.  preferred  in  the  end  to  receive  the  books  themselves. 
And  with  reference  to  such  contingency  and  the  readjustment 
of  their  own  copartnership,  which  had  become  dissolved 
through  the  death  of  one  of  its  members,  an  arrangement  was 
proposed  to  be  made  in  the  future  for  its  circulation  through 
Ilall.     But  the  evidence  is  not  clear  whether  any  such  arrange- 
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ment  has  been  in  fact  made,  as  the  contemplated  copartnership, 
according  to  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Armstrong,  was  never  formed. 

But  the  present  house  of  Scribner,  Armstrong  &  Co.  do 
import  and  circulate  the  English  edition,  and  have  so  done 
since  April,  1878. 

Mr.  Armstrong,  formerly  in  the  firm,  and  who  continued 
therein  until  June,  1878,  had  the  management  it  would  seem 
of  the  details  of  this  business,  and  made  upon  the  trial  a  state^ 
ment  in  respect  to  the  attitude  of  his  house  with  respect  to 
the  book  and  the  defendant  Hall.  His  firm  knew  nothing  of 
the  list  of  subscribers  obtained  by  Key  for  the  plaintiffs  book, 
nor  of  his  engagements  with  plaintiff.  They  never  purchased 
from  him  his  list  of  subscribers  and  had  no  connection 
therewith. 

And  although  in  the  end  they  employed  Key  to  canvass  for 
their  edition  of  the  work,  they  refused  to  allow  an  exchange  of 
their  books  for  the  plaintiffs  books. 

I  find  nothing  in  the  evidence  which  involves  any  member 
of  the  firm  of  Scribner,  Armstrong  &  Co.  in  any  of  the  acts 
of  Key  or  Hall  injurious  to  the  plaintiff,  or  any  adoption  of 
his  arrangements  with  Key.  It  is  true  Hall  was  in  their 
service  and  was  engaged  in  the  circuktion  of  soecial  works, 
and  in  the  end  was  connected  with  the  English  edition  of  the 
Encyclopffldia,  after  they  obtained  the  control.  But  the  interest 
of  Scribner,  Armstrong  &  Co.  in  the  work  did  not  arise  until 
after  the  commencement  of  this  action. 

But  such  equitable  relief  as  the  facts  justify  should  be 
awarded  to  plaintiff. 

Any  attempt  on  the  part  of  Key  to  sell  or  dispose  of  the 
lists  of  subscribers  to  Hall  or  any  other  person,  under  the  facts 
of  this  case,  was  wholly  without  justification,  right  or  power. 
Indebted  as  he  was  to  the  plaintiff,  and  having  abandoned  the 
service  in  which  he  was  engaged,  he  could  not,  by  the  terms 
of  the  agreement,  make  any  disposition  of  the  orders  obtained. 
In  such  contingencies  the  orders  and  lists  belonged  to  plain- 
tiff, subject  to  the  payment,  out  of  the  moneys  realized  as 
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commission  or  compensation  for  subscribers  obtained  by  him, 
the  amount  of  plaintiff's  claim  against  him. 

Under  the  circumstances  he  had  no  power  to  execute  releases 
to  tlie  subscribers  of  their  engagements  to  take  the  remainder 
of  the  volumes.  I  am  not  certain,  however,  that  the  releases 
can  here  be  set  aside.  The  parties  taking  them  are  not  before 
the  court,  and  they  probably  acted  in  good  faith,  not  doubt- 
ing the  power  of  Key  to  discharge  them,  and  perhaps  had 
no  notice  of  the  termination  of  his  agency.  I  infer  that  to 
be  the  case  with  reference  to  snch  of  the  subscribers  as  were 
examined  as  witnesses.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  pass  upon 
that  question.  In  so  far  as  a  judgment  can  be  made  to  pro- 
tect the  plaintiff  against  the  action  of  Key  and  Hall,  equity 
requires  that  it  should  be  done. 

But  before  determining  the  special  relief  to  which  plaintiff 
is  entitled,  it  becomes  necessary  to  examine  a  question  which 
has  been  presented  by  the  counsel  of  all  the  defendants. 

This  objection  is  founded  upon  the  fact,  which  clearly 
appears  in  the  case,  that  the  plaintiff  was  carrying  on  business 
in  a  firm  name.  He,  aB  an  individual,  transacted  business  and 
entered  into  the  contract  with  Key  under  the  name  of  "  J.  M. 
Stoddart  &  Co."  The  term  "  &  Co.,"  which  follows  plain- 
tiff's name  in  the  contract  and  signature  thereto,  represented 
no  actual  partner  in  his  business. 

This  is  claimed  to  be  a  violation  of  the  laws  of  this  state, 
and  it  is  insistedf  by  the  l^med  counsel  for  the  defendants 
that  this  contract  cannot  form  a  basis  of  an  action  for  equitable 
relief  here  {Laws  of  Nev)  York  ^1833,  chxtp,  281).  Should 
we  unqualifiedly  accept  the  defendant's  contention,  that  in  so 
far  as  the  performance  of  the  contract  within  the  state  of 
New  York  was  concerned  it  would  involve  a  transgression  of 
our  law,  yet  in  no  event  would  that  condemn  the  contract 
wholly  or  justify  the  defendant's  action.  The  contract  was 
designed  to  be  performed  in  New  Jersey  and  Pennsylvania, 
as  well  as  New  York.  There  was  a  considerable  territory  in 
New  Jersey  over  which  the  defendant's  agency  extended. 
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Bat  the  contract  was  not  made  in  New  York.  There  is  no 
room  for  the  suggestion  that  this  contract  was  made  with  anj 
design  to  violate  onr  law,  or  that  it  was  made  otherwise  than 
iu  the  ordinary  coarse  of  the  plaintiffs  business  in  the  state 
in  which  he  lived,  from  whence  the  book  on  which  he  was 
engaged  was  *to  be  forwarded,  and  to  which  the  defendant 
was  to  make  his  reports  and  retams  as  agent.  In  a  trae  sense 
the  plaintiff's  business  was  not  condacted  in  New  York,  but 
in  Pennsylvania. 

There  is  nothing  to  show  that  there  was  any  illegality  in 
the  contract  by  the  laws  of  the  state  where  it  was  made,  and 
the  presumption  is  that  it  was  entirely  valid  there. 

Should  a  question  ever  arise  between  a  subscriber  to  the 
work  in  New  York  and  the  plaintiff  as  to  the  validity  of  a 
subscription  or  order  made  with  the  plaintiff  under  the  name, 
J.  M.  Stoddart  &  Co.,  it  would  be  limited  to  such  controversy. 

I  do  not  think  the  defendant  should  be  allowed  to  antici- 
pate or  raise  such  question  here  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding 
his  engagements  with  the  plaintiff,  or  to  justify  his  appropri- 
ating to  himself  all  the  advantages  that  the  plaintiff  had 
gained  by  the  partial  performance  of  the  contract  through 
the  defendant's  agency. 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  has,  in  an  elaborate 
and  carefully  prepared  brief,  presented  the  question  of  the 
illegality  of  this  contract,  and  has  cited  numerous  authorities 
to  fortify  the  ground  taken  by  him  that  the  contract  is  wholly 
void,  and  can  furnish  no  ground  for  equitable  redress  in  this 
jurisdiction. 

In  Pameroy  agt  Ainsworih  (22  Barb.y  118,  127),  Paigr, 
J.,  formulates  the  subject  in  this  wise :  ^'  As  a  general  rule 
the  law  of  the  place  where  contracts  purely  personal  are 
made,  must  govern  as  to  their  construction  and  validity,  unless 
they  are  to  be  performed  in  another  state  or  country,  and 
were  made  in  r^erenoe  to  the  laws  of  such  state  or  cown,i/ryy 
in  which  case  their  construction  and  validity  depend  upon  the 
law  of  the  place  of  performance." 
Vol.  LXII        19 
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This  I  take  to  be  a  correct  expression  of  the  law  on  that 
branch  of  this  subject. 

But  should  all  that  is  contended  for  by  the  defendant's 
counsel  in  regard  to  the  inherent  invaUditj  of  this  contract  be 
conceded,  I  do  not  think  it  should  avail  the  defendants  in  this 
action.    Nor  would  he  be  wholly  absolved  from  responsibility. 

He  did  not  origirially  place  his  withdrawal  from  the  con- 
tract upon  any  such  ground.  He  assigned  totally  different 
reasons  for  his  contemplated  action. 

Nor  have  the  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  interposed  by 
answer  any  such  defense,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  the  answer 
of  the  principal  defendant.  Key,  sets  up  that  the  name  ^*  J.  M. 
Stoddart  &  Co."  represents  a  firm  composed  of  several  persons. 

In  O* Toole  agt.  Gwroim,  (1  Hun^  92),  Daniels,  J.,  in  sub- 
stance says  that  this  illegality  is  a  ground  of  defense,  and 
must  be  affirmatively  set  up.  In  that  case  the  illegality  of 
the  contract  made  its  appearance  during  the  trial,  and  for 
that  reason  the  plaintiff's  complaint  was  dismissed,  but  the 
judgment  was  reversed. 

The  fact  '*  must  be  alleged  as  well  as  proven."  I  think  the 
rule  laid  down  in  that  case  should  apply  here,  and  that  the 
defendants'  application  to  dismiss  the  complaint  upon  the 
ground  that  the  claimed  illegality  appeared  daring  the  trial, 
and  even  in  the  plaintiff's  case,  should  be  denied,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  should  have  in  substance  relief  against  the  defend- 
ants to  the  following  effect : 

As  against  the  defendant  Key,  thai  he  be  ordered  and 
required  to  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  a  full  list  of  all  the  sub- 
scribers within  the  territory  mentioned  in  the  agreement  to 
the  American  reprint  of  the  '^  Encydopsedia  Britannica "  at 
the  date  of  his  resignation,  January  31,  1878. 

That  Key  be  required  to  account  for  all  copies  of  the  book 
received  by  him  from  the  plaintiff. 

That  he  be  enjoined  and  restramed  from  acting  or  claim- 
ing to  act  in  any  manner  as  agent  of  the  plaintiff  or  of 
plaintiff's  publication,  and  from  interfering  with  the  sub- 
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ficription  lists  to  said  publication,  and  from  attempting  to 
discharge  anj  subscriber  from  his  subscription  thereto,  and 
from  inducing  such  subscribers  to  change  their  subscriptions 
therefrom  to  the  Edinburgh  or  any  other  edition  of  said 
Encyclopsedia. 

And  as  against  the  defendant  Hall,  that  he  be  perpetually 
enjoined  and  restrained  from  acting  in  concert  with  Key  or 
otherwise  in  diverting  the  subscriptions  in  Key's  possession 
from  plaintiffs  publication  to  the  Edinburgh  edition;  that 
he  be  ordered  and  required  to  resfibre  to  plaintiff  any  subscrip- 
tion list  of  the  plaintiff's  publication  which  may  have  been 
delivered  to  him  by  Key,  and  that  he  be  restrained  from 
interfering  in  any  manner  with  the  plaintiff's  business  in  pro- 
Curing  subscriptions  to  his  publication  and  in  delivering 
volumes  of  plaintiff's  edition  to  the  subscribers  thereto  ;  that 
he  be  also  restrained  from  delivering  by  himself  or  others  any 
volumes  of  such  Edinburgh  publication  to  the  subscribers  of 
plaintiff's  publication  upon  any  cancellation  or  change  of  sub- 
scription made  by  Key  or  through  his  agency. 

As  to  the  defendants  Scribner,  Armstrong  &  Co.,  they  are 
not  shown  in  any  manner  to  be  chargeable  with  or  implicated 
in  Key's  conduct  towards  the  plaintiff  or  the  subscribers  to 
his  book.  They  never,  through  Hall  or  otherwise,  authorized 
any  exchange  of  the  edition  of  the  Encyclopsedia  which  they 
controlled,  with  subscribers  obtained  by  Key,  and  whose  orders 
he  attempted  to  cancel. 

But,  on  the  other  hand,  they  refused  to*  allow  any  exchange 
of  their  book  for  the  plaintiff's  book.  But  as  such  exchanges 
may  be  made  through  the  agency  of  Hall  in  the  subscription 
department  of  their  house,  upon  subscriptions  to  plaintiff's 
book  canceled  by  Key,  they  must  not  suffer  it  to  be  done. 

In  this  view,  although  the  complaint  may  not  be  absolutely 
dismissed  against  the  latter  defendants,  they  are  not  chargeable 
with  costs  in  this  action.  But  the  relief  above  granted  as  to 
the  defendants  Key  and  Hall  subjects  them  to  the  payment 
of  the  costs  of  this  action. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

Samuel  F.  Pebbt,  plaintiff  in  error,  agt.  The    People, 

defendants  in  error. 

Otmvictian  for  crime  not  to  exdtids  witneu — how  eonoiction  proved —  Code 

of  Oiva  Procedure,  eeetkm  883. 

The  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  was  intended  to  apply  only  to  cIyII  actions 
and  proceedings,  except  where  otherwise  provided  ;  and  section  883, 
declaring  "  a  person  who  has  been  convicted  of  crime  or  misdemeanor  " 
to  be,  notwithstanding,  a  competent  witness,  before  the  amendment 
of  1879  making  such  convict  "a  competent  witness  in  a  civil  or 
criminal  action  or  special  proceedings,"  did  not  remove  the  statutory 
disqualification  as  a  witness  of  a  person  convicted  and  sentenced  for  a 
felony. 

Though  the  record  is  the  best  evidence  of  a  conviction,  yet  although  no 
foundation  has  been  laid  for  secondary  evidence,  if  without  objection 
from  either  vritness  or  party  the  fact  of  such  conviction  Is  proved  by 
parol,  and  ia  not  disputed,  it  cannot  be  disregarded. 

Decided  October^  1881. 

Peter  MUcTielly  for  fdaintiff  in  error. 

Daniel  G.  BoUmSy  district-attorney,  for  defendants  in  error. 

Rapallo,  J.  —  The  Revised  Statutes  (2  JR.  S.j  701,  sec.  23) 
provide  that  no  person  sentenced  upon  a  conviction  for  felony 
shall  be  competent  to  testify  in  any  canse,  matter  or  proceed- 
ing, civil  or  criminal,  xmless  he  be  pardoned  by  the  governor 
or  the  legislature,  except  in  the  cases  specially  provided  by 
law. 

The  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  as  passed  in  1876  and 
amended  in  1877  and  1878,  provides  {eec.  832)  that  ^'a  person 
who  has  been  convicted  of  a  crime  or  misdemeanor  is,  not- 
withstanding, a  competent  witness,  but  the  conviction  may  be 
proved  for'  the  purpose  of  affecting  the  weight  of  his  testi- 
mony." 
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This  section  was  farther  amended  in  1879  so  as  to  render 
amch  convict  a  competent  witness  ^^in  a  civil  or  criminal 
action  or  special  proceeding."  The  question  now  arises 
whether,  before  this  amendment,  section  332  applied  to 
criminal  cases,  the  plaintiff  in  error  having  been  tried  and 
convicted  in  March,  1879,  before  the  passage  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

The  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  purports,  from  its  name,  to 
regulate  the  mode  of  procedure  in  civil  cases.  The  act  is 
entitled  "An  act  relating  to  courts,  officers  of  justice  and  civil 
proceedings."  Bj  the  explanatory  act  passed  on  the  same 
day  {chap,  449  of  Laws  of  1876)  it  is  provided  {sec,  4) :  "  In 
that  act  and  in  this  act  the  word  ^  action '  refers  to  a  civil 
action ;  the  word '  judgment '  to  a  judgment  in  such  an  action ; 
the  term  ^special  proceeding'  to  a  civil  special  proceeding, 
and  the  word  'order'  to  an  order  made  in  such  an  action  or 
special  proceeding,  except  where  a  contrary  intent  is  expressly 
declared  in  the  provision  containing  the  word  or  term,  or 
plainly  apparent  in  the  context  thereof." 

We  think  it  very  dear  that  this  code  was  intended  to  apply 
only  to  civil  actions  and  proceedings,  except  where  otherwise 
provided.  This  view  is  fortified  by  reference  to  the  pro- 
visions which  are  in  terms  made  applicable  to  criminal  cases. 
At  the  time  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  tried,  these  were  very 
few.  Section  533  provided  that  a  pleading  should  not  be 
used  in  a  criminal  prosecution  against  a  party  as  proof  of  a 
fact  admitted  or  alleged  therein.  Section  790  provided  for  a 
preference  in  the  trial  or  hearing  of  criminal  over  civil  cases. 
Sections  914  to  920  provided  for  taking  depositions  in  this 
state  of  witnesses  in  civil  or  criminal  proceedings  without  the 
state,  and  by  the  explanatory  act  {chap.  449  of  Lcms  of  1876, 
9ec.  5,  svhds.  2  amd  7)  certain  provisions  of  the  Code  regu- 
lating the  drawing  of  jurors  were  made  applicable  to  criminal 
cases,  lliese  are,  as  far  as  I  have  discovered,  all  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Code  of  Procedure  having  any  reference  to 
criminal  cases.     Section  832  is  found  in  connection  with 
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other  proviflionfl  relating  to  evidoLce  which  are  not  in  their 
nature  applicable  to  criminal  trials,  and  the  adoption,  in  1879, 
of  the  amendment  expreaely  applying  that  section  to  criminal 
cases,  tends  to  show  that  the  section  as  it  stood  before  the 
amendment  was  not  regarded  as  thus  applicable.  We  are  of 
opinion  that  before  the  amendment  section  832  did  not 
remove  the  disqualification  as  a  witness  of  a  person  conricted 
and  sentenced  for  a  felony. 

It  is  claimed,  however,  that  in  the  present  case  the  convic- 
tion and  sentence  of  the  witness  were  not  proved  by  competent 
evidence,  and  therefore  his  testimony  was  rightfolly  received. 
He  testified  without  objection  either  on  his  own  part  or  on 
the  part  of  the  district  attorney,  that  he  had  been  convicted 
in  Troy  .on  an  indictment  for  burglary  and  receiving  stolen 
goods,  and  sentenced  to  imprisonment  for  four  years  in  the 
state  prison  at  Dannemora,  and  that  he  had  never  been 
pardoned.  If  the  objection  had  been  taken  either  by  the 
witness  or  the  district  attorney,  the  prisoner  should  not  have 
been  permitted  to  prove  the  conviction  and  sentence  in  this 
manner.  But  no  such  obj^tion  was  taken.  The  facts  were 
Within  the  knowledge  of  the  witness,  and  the  only  objections 
to  which  the  testimony  was  subjected  were,  that  the  record 
was  the  best  evidence,  and  no  foundation  had  been  laid  for 
secondary  evidence.  But  to  render  such  objections  available 
they  must  be  taken  when  the  evidence  is  offered,  for  they  are 
capable  of  being  obviated,  and  if  they  are  not  made  they  are 
regarded  as  waived.  I  have  found  no  authority  for  the  propo- 
sition that  proof  of  the  disqualification  of  a  witness  by  rea- 
son of  his  having  been  convicted  of  a  f el(my  is  an  exception 
to  the  general  rule.  Those  which  have  been  cited  are  far 
from  sustaining  the  proposition.  People  agt.  Herriok  held 
merely  that  a  witness  was  not  bound  to  answer  either  on 
voir  dire  or  on  cross-examination,  whether  he  had  been  con- 
victed of  crime,  and  that  it  was  error  to  compel  him  to 
answer  when  the  objection  was  made  by  the  party  calling  him. 
The  ground  of  this  decision  was  that  a  witness  is  not  bound 
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to  answer  any  quefition  which  may  render  him  infamous  or 
disgraced.  In  UUU  agt  Oolvin  (14  John.,  1 82),  the  incom- 
petency of  the  witness  was  sought  to  be  proved  by  parol  evi- 
dence of  his  conviction  of  a  felony,  and  to  justify  the  offer 
of  parol  evidence.  Proof  was  given  tending  to  show  the 
destruction  of  the  record  of  conviction  by  the  baming  of 
the  county  clerk's  office.  The  objection  to  the  sufficiency  of 
this  proof  was  distinctly  taken,  and  it  was  insisted  that  not- 
withstanding the  destruction  of  the  record  there  still  was 
higher  proof  than  oral  evidence,  and  the  court  held  that  the 
objection  was  well  taken,  on  the  ground  that  by  1  Bevised 
Statutes,  chapter  146,  section  2,  district  attorneys  were 
required  to  send  to  the  court  of  exchequer  a  certificate  of 
every  conviction  and  the  judgment  given  thereon,  and  such 
certificate  was  made  by  the  statute  good  evidence  of  such 
conviction.  There  is  no  intimation  in  the  case  that  if  the 
proper  foundation  had  been  laid  the  fact  could  not  have  been 
proved  by  parol,  even  against  objection,  or  that  if  no  objec- 
tion to  the  mode  of  proof  had  been  made  it  would  have  been 
held  insufficient  to  disqualify  the  witness. 

In  £jing  agt.  Itihabitcmts  of  CastM  (8  East,  77),  the  point 
decided  was  that  the  party  who  called  the  witness  and  was 
interested  to  have  his  testimony,  had  the  right  to  insist  on 
proof  by  the  record  of  the  conviction  of  the  witness,  even 
though  the  witness  himself  admitted  the  fact ;  and  it  was  in 
support  of  this  right  of  the  party  to  insist  on  the  production 
of  the  record  that  the  court  said  that  a  record  could  not  be 
proved  by  the  admission  of  any  witness ;  that  he  might  be 
mistaken  as  to  what  passed  in  court,  &c.  Hevooonib  agt. 
Oriswdld  (24  N.  Zl,  298),  is  to  the  same  effect.  There  is 
nothing  in  these  cases,  or  any  other  I  have  found,  which  holds 
that  if,  without  objection  from  either  witness  or  party,  the 
fact  is  proved  by  parol  and  is  not  disputed,  it  can  be  disre- 
garded. I  have  found  no  case  presenting  that  question  unless 
it  be  Priddl^s  case  (Zeachj  Cases  in  Crown  Lorn,  case  No. 
S04),  where  on  a  trial  before  Butleb,  J.,  the  witness  was 
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asked  on  his  examination  on  his  voir  dire^  whether  he  had  not 
been  convicted  of  a  conspiracy  and  sentenced  to  Newgate  for 
two  years.  No  objection  appears  to  have  been  made  to  the 
mode  of  proof,  and  on  his  answering  in  the  affirmative  his 
testimony  was  rejected.  In  the  present  case  it  is  quite  appar- 
ent that  there  was  no  contest  on  the  trial  as  to  the  fact  of  the 
witness  being  an  unpardoned  convict.  It  was  substantially 
conceded,  but  the  testimony  was  doubtless  admitted  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  made  a  competent  witness  by  section  832 
of  the  Code,  and  if  error  was  committed  in  that  respect,  the 
prisoner  should  not  be  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  his  excep- 
tion to  the  reception  of  the  testimony  of  the  witness. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 

All  concur. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Thb  People  ex  rd*  Julia  A.  Shaw  agt.  John  MoCastt  et  al. 

Summary  proceedinga — I  HegcU  trade — Landhrd  and  tenant. 

Where  a  tenant  knowingly  sublets  a  portion  of  the  demised  premises  for 
a  policy  shop,  the  lease  of  the  tenant  may  be  annuUed  by  the  landlord, 
and  the  tenant  may,  under  the  statute  in  reference  to  illegal  trades,  be 
remoTed  by  summary  proceedings,  the  same  as  if  he  were  an  over 
holding  tenant. 

The  principles  laid  down  in  same  case  reported  in  69  Howard's  Practice, 
487,  sustained. 

First  DepaHmentj  Oeneral  Tenn^  October^  1881. 

JiTLiA  A.  Shaw,  as  landlord,  commenced  summary  proceed- 
ings against  John  McCartj,  her  tenant,  to  remove  him  and  an 
under-tenant  (who  was  also  made  a  party  to  the  proceeding) 
from  the  possession  of  a  hotel  in  Forty-second  street,  near 
Fourth  avenue,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  upon  the  ground 
that  they  had  violated  the  statute  in  reference  to  ^^  illegal 
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trades,"  in  this,  that  the  tenant  McCartj  had  knowingly  sublet 
a  portion  of  the  premises,  to  an  under-tenant  to  be  used  as  a 
"  policy  shop." 

Upon  the  trial  before  justice  LANOBBifr  of  the  seventh  dis- 
trict court,  the  proceedings  were  dismissed.  The  landlord 
thereupon  obtained  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  review  this  adjudi- 
cation, and  at  the  same  time  commenced  new  proceedings 
before  Mr.  justice  MoAdam,  of  the  marine  court,  who  found 
for  the  landlord  {case  reported^  59  How,  Pr,^  ^7).  The  pro- 
ceeding had  before  justice  Lanobbin  was  then  brought  to  a 
hearing  in  the  supreme  court  upon  the  writ  of  certiorari 
granted  to  review  them,  and  that  court  has  reversed  his  adjudi- 
cation in  the  following  opinion : 

-£1  P.  Wilder^  attorney  for  relatoi 

Joeeph  UUmaHy  attorney  for  respondent. 

Daniels,  J.  —  The  proceedings  were  taken  under  the 
authority  of  chapter  683  of  the  Laws  of  1873.  The  evidence 
given  to  support  the  allegations  made  by  the  relator  very 
clearly  show  that  the  basement  sublet  by  the  lessee,  McOarty, 
to  Lampson  as  an  under-tenant,  was  devoted  to  the  business 
of  a  policy  shop.  That  was  not  only  established  by  the  direct 
and  positive  statement  of  some  of  the  witnesses,  but  in  addi- 
tion to  that  it  appeared  from  what  was  stated  to  have  been 
transacted  there,  and  moreover  it  was  not  denied  by  the  sub- 
tenant himself  when  he  was  examined  as  a  witness  upon  the 
hearing.  This  may  not  have  been  an  indictable  offense  under 
the  law  as  it  was  constituted  by  the  case  of  People  agt.  Jack- 
eon  (3  DeniOj  101),  but  still,  if  it  was  an  unlawful  business,  it 
was  within  the  terms  of  the  act  of  1873.  That  the  business 
was  unlawful  and  within  the  restraint  of  the  statute  prohibit- 
ing lotteries  is  plainly  to  be  inferred  from  the  manner  in 
which  it  was  transacted.  According  to  the  evidence  of  the 
witnesses  who  participated  in  it,  they  purchased  certain  num- 
Vou  LXII        20 
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bers,  and  as  they  were  selected  they  drew  certain  amounts  of 
money  depending  upon  such  numbers,  or  lost  the  money  paid 
for  them.  What  was  bought  and  sold  was  the  chance  to 
obtain  sums  of  money  depending  upon  the  numbers  selected 
from  those  offered  for  sale.  The  sales  made  were  those  of 
chances  to  draw  money.  It  was  a  device  of  chances,  determ- 
inable by  the  successful  or  unsuccessful  selection  and  purchase 
of  numbers,  and  it  was,  therefore,  within  the  terms  of  the 
statute  prohibiting  lotteries  and  rendering  them  unlawful 
(1  R.  S.  [MmoTuPs  ed.]y  617,  618,  ieoa.  22,  27).  To  carry  on 
such  a  business  was  plainly  unlawful,  as  these  terms  have 
been  made  use  of  in  the  act  of  1873.  And  that  was  sufficient 
to  avoid  the  lease  of  the  person  carrying  on  this  business. 
The  fact  that  the  tenant  of  the  building  sublet  this  portion  of 
it  with  the  assen^  of  the  owner  of  the  property  is  not  of  the 
slightest  importance.  For  the  inquiry  to  be  made  is  not 
whether  the  lease  itself  was  authorized,  but  whether  the 
demised  premises  were  wholly  or  partially  devoted  to  an 
unlawful  business.  If  they  were,  then  the  lease  may  bo 
annulled  and  the  tenant  removed,  although  the  demise  may, 
when  it  was  made,  have  been  formal  and  effecti^al.  The  evi- 
dence did  not  show  that  McCarty,  the  tenant  of  the  entire 
building,  knew  that  his  subtenant  was  using  the  portion  leased 
to  him  for  an  unlawful  purpose,  until  the  interview  which  took 
place  between  himself  and  James  £.  Shaw,  on  the  10th  day 
of  July,  1880.  Then  he  was  fully  informed  of  the  fact. 
But  instead  of  taking  immediate  measures  to  put  an  end  to 
the  business,  or  remove  the  subtenant,  he  served  notice  upon 
him  to  vacate  the  premises  occupied  by  him  on  the  first  day  of  tho 
following  August.  That  left  Lampson  at  liberty  to  continue 
his  occupation  until  that  time.  It  was  an  implied  license  to 
him,  which  the  evidence  showed  h6  availed  himself  of  by 
carrying  on  his  business  until  proceedings  were  taken  by  the 
relator,  on  the  nineteenth  day  of  July,  to  remove  both  McCarty 
and  his  subtenant  Lampson  from  the  premises.  Whether 
the  statute  should  be  so  construed  as  to  include  the  lease  of 
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the  entire  building,  when  the  unlawful  use  consists  only  of  one 
apartment  leased  to  a  subtenant,  is  a  point  not  now  to  be  con- 
Bidered,  for  it  was  presented  in  the  case  of  People  agt.  Ben- 
neU  (14  Hun^  63),  and  there  held  to  produce  a  forfeiture  of 
the  lease  made  to  the  tenant  whose  lessee  appropriated  the 
part  of  the  building  leased  to  him  to  carrying  on  an  unlawful 
business.    This  case  was  brought  within  that  authority. 

The  business  carried  on  in  the  apartment  of  the  subtenant 
was  an  unlawful  one  under  the  statute  {HvU  agt.  Rugglea^  56 
N,  jr.,  424),  and  the  proceeding  was  commenced  after  the 
tenant  of  the  building  had  acquired  knowledge  of  the  unlaw- 
ful nature  of  the  business  carried  on  by  his  under-tenant,  and 
had  made  himself  a  party  to  it  by  substantially  allowing  its  con- 
tinuance for  the  ensuing  period  of  three  weeks.  That  was 
sufficient  to  make  out  the  case,  and,  under  the  terms  of  the 
act  of  1873,  to  entitle  the  relator  to  a  warrant  for  the  removal 
of  these  occupants  from  the  premises.  She  had  done  nothing 
to  deprive  herself  of  the  right  created  by  the  statute  subject 
to  which  the  lease  of  the  property  had  been  made  by  its 
owner.  And  the  notice  served  by  the  tenant  on  his  subtenant 
contemplating  a  subsequent  period  to  which  his  tenancy  might 
be  continued',  in  no  manner  suspended  or  affected  the  right  of 
the  relator  to  terminate  the  lease  and  repossess  herself  of  the 
premises.  All  that  was  required  for  that  purpose  was  that 
the  occupant  and  lessee  of  a  part  of  the  premises  carried  on  an 
unlawful  business  in  that  parl^and  that  his  leteor,  who  was 
the  tenant  and  lessee  of  the  entire  building,  knew  of  that  use, 
and  made  himself  a  party  to  it  by  permitting  its  continuance 
after  he  had  acquired  that  knowledge. 

These  facts  were  eetablished  by  the  evidence,  and  the  pro- 
ceedings should  not  have  been  dismissed,  but  a  warrant  should 
have  been  issued  to  place  the  relator  in  possessioh.  They  must, 
therefore,  be  reversed,  with  costs  to  the  relator. 

Davis,  Clu  J.,  and  Bbady,  J.,  concur. 
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Cathabinb   Kellt    agt.  Daniel   Newman    and    the 

Mayob,  &c.   . 

Fieading  —  ChmpUUrU — Bemwrrer — Improper  joindor  of  eavses  of  acUon — 
No  annoor  to  demurrer  to  $ay  that  euch  oauees  of  action  are  not  eepanUeljf 
etatetL 

Where  a  complaint  in  an  action  against  an  individual  defendant  and  the 
city  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  from  a  fall  caused  by  accumula- 
tions of  snow  and  ice  upon  the  sidewalk  in  front  of  certain  premises 
alleges  that  it  was  the  duty  of  both  defendants  to  maintain  the  side- 
walk  in  front  of  said  premises  free  from  incumbrances  of  ice  and  snow, 
and  also  alleges  that  they  permitted  a  cellar  extending  under  the  street 
to  remain  open: 

Held  (upon  demurrer),  that  as  two  causes  of  action  are  set  out  in  the 
complaint —  one  for  permitting  ice  and  snow  upon  the  sidewalk,  and 
the  other  for  injuries  sustained  by  plaintiff's  falling  into  the  cellar — 
and  as  the  individual  defendant  is  not,  as  matter  of  law,  liable  for 
accumulations  of  snow  and  ice,  two  causes  of  action  are  improperly 
Joined. 

It  is  no  answer  to  the  demurrer  to  say  that  such  causes  of  action  are  not 
separately  stated. 

Special  Terrriy  October^  1881. 
Ha/rt  db  Prioej  for  plaintiffs. 
Kaonea  <6  Goldmariy  for  defendant  Newman. 

Van  Bkunt,  J,  —  This  is  an  action  to  recover  damages 
against  the  defendant  Newman  and  the  Major,  Aldermen 
and  Commonalty. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  the  defendant  Newman  is  the 
occupant  of  Noi  681  Sixth  avenne,  in  the  city  of  New  York. 
That  it  was  the  duty  of  both  def  endsnts  to  maintain  the  side- 
walk in  front  of  said  premises  in  a  safe  condition  for  passers- 
by  and  free  from  all  incumbrances  of  ice  and  snow,  and  that 
nevertheless  the  defendants,  neglecting  their  duty,  permitted 
ice  and  snow  to  accumulate  upon  said  sidewalk. 
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The  complaint* then  further  alleys  that  defendants,  in 
yiolation  of  their  duty,  permitted  a  cellar  beneath  said  prem- 
ises, which  extended  and  projected  beyond  the  line  of  the 
street,  to  remain  open,  exposed,  unprotected  and  unsecured, 
and  that  on  the  10th  of  February,  1881,  the  plaintiff,  while 
lawfully  passing  along  the  said  sidewalk,  without  any  fault  or 
negligence  on  her  part,  slipped  and  fell  upon  said  ice  and 
snow  and  was  thrpwn  down  the  said  cellar,  whereby  she  was 
greatly  injured,  viz.,  to  the  amoxmt  of  $10,000.  The  defend- 
ant  Newman  demurs  npon  the  ground  of  improper  joinder 
of  causes  of  action. 

If  the  complaint  contains  two  causes  of  action,  the  counsel 
for  the  plaintiff  concedes  that  the  demurrer  is  well  taken. 

If  any  liability  exists  or  could  exist  against  the  defendant 
Newman  because  of  the  accumulations  of  snow  and  ice  upon 
the  sidewalk,  certainly  such  a  cause  of  action  is  set  out  against 
him  in  the  complaint.  It  is  true  that  it  is  claimed  now  by 
the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  that  but  one  cause  of  action  is 
set  out  in  the  complaint,  viz.,  that  for  injuries  sustained  by 
her  falling  down  the  cellar ;  but  this  view  an  examination  of 
the  complaint  does  not  sustain,  as  if  the  allegations  in  th« 
complaint  are  true,  viz.,  that  there  was  a  violation  of  duty 
which  he  owed  the  passers-by  upon  the  part  of  Kewman,  in 
allowing  ice  and  snow  to  accumulate  upon  the  sidewalk  in 
front  of  his  premises  —  two  causes  of  action  are  set  forth  in 
the  complaint ;  and  the  drawers  of  the  pleading  undoubtedly 
then  supposed  that  the  defendant  Newman  did  owe  such  duty, 
and  that  he  became  liable  as  well  as  the  Mayor,  &c.,  for  its 
neglect.  Such  being  the  nature  of  the  pleading,  and  there 
being  no  liability,  as  matter  of  law,  upon  the  part  of  New- 
man because  of  the  accumulation  of  snow  and  ice,  two  causes 
of  action  are  improperly  united ;  and  it  is  no  answer  to  the 
demurrer  to  say  that  such  causes  of  action  are  not  separately 
stated. 

Demurrer  sustained ;  plaintiff  to  have  leave  to  amend  upon 
payment  of  costs  of  demurrer. 
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MONTGOMERY  COUNTY  COURT. 
Datid  S.  Potteb,  plaintiff,  agt.  Michael  Nsal,  defendant. 

TonantB  in  common  —  Convertion  —  Right  cf  one  tenant  in  common  of  per- 
9onal  property  to  maintain  trover  againit  Ms  eotenant —  Offfeetion  tojurie- 
diction  of  eou/nty  eourt — when  it  mutt  be  raised. 

One  tenant  in  common  of  personal  property  may  maintain  trover  against 
his  eotenant  for  his  undivided  one-half  of  such  property. 

Where  the  fact  showed  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  an  undivided 
one-half  of  certain  cattle,  and  that  it  was  agreed  as  a  part  of  the  con- 
tract between  the  parties,  that  before  the  defendant  moved  away  from 
the  plaintiff's  farm  the  cattle  should  be  divided  between  them,  and 
they  should  not  be  removed  until  divided,  and  that  afterwards,  when 
the  defendant's  contract  was  ended  and  his  term  closed  for  occupying 
the  farm,  against  the  demands  and  requests  of  the  plaintiff  to  divide 
the  stock  and  distribute  it  in  accordance  with  their  agreement,  the 
defendant  drove  the  stock  away  to  another  farm  whereto  he  removed, 
and  after  repeated  requests  by  the  plaintiff  to  divide  the  stock  or  to 
account  to  the  plaintiff,  or  pay  him  for  his  share,  the  defendant  refused 
and  denied  all  the  plaintifTs  right,  interest  or  share  in  the  stock,  and 
denied  that  the  plaintiff  had  any  title  to  the  stock  to  which  he  was 
entitled  to  a  division,  and  locked  up  the  stock  in  his  bam  and  con- 
verted it  to  his  sole  use,  benefit  and  purposes,  in  denial  of  all  the  rights 
title  and  interest  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  defendant  intended 
thereby  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  having  any  right,  title,  interest  or 
share  in  the  cattle: 

Eeid,  that  a  case  is  made  of  such  a  conversion  of  the  plaintiff's  interest 
in  the  stock,  such  a  destruction  or  loss  of  his  rights  and  interests  as 
would  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover  of  the  defendant  in  this  action. 

The  objection  that  a  county  court  has  not  Jurisdiction  over  the  person  of 
the  defendant  must  be  raised  at  the  first  opportunity,  and  is  waived  by 
his  appearing  in  the  action  and  pleading  to  the  merits. 

November  ^  1880. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the  minutes.    Action  in  trover  for 
the  conversion  of  an  undivided  one-half  of  a  quantity  of  cattle. 

H.  Dimkd  and  F.  FUhj  for  plaintiff. 

A.  Bees  and  McL  Fraser^  for  defendant. 
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Zbrah  8.  Westbbook,  County  Jvdge.  —  Defendant's  motion 
at  the  opening  of  the  trial  to  dismiss  the  complaint,  on  the 
gronnd  that  it  does  not  show  that  the  conrt  has  jurisdiction, 
by  alleging  that  the  defendant  is  a  resident  of  the  connty, 
was  properly  denied. 

He  answered  to  the  merits,  noticed  the  canse  for  trial  twice 
(and  for  the  present  term),  and  had  it  put  over  a  former 
term  for  an  absent  witness.  The  objection  therefore  came 
too  late.  It  was  not  taken  either  by  demurrer  or  answer. 
The  defect,  if  any,  was  waived.  There  would  be  some  force 
in  the  objection  if  the  complaint  showed  that  the  court  did 
not  have  jurisdiction  {HoJhrooJc  agt.  Bakery  16  Htm^  176; 
Dake  agt.  MiUer^  16  Hun^  356).  The  trial  shows  that  defend- 
ant is  a  resident  of  the  county. 

Therc  was  upon  the  facts  a  valid  sale  to  the  plaintiff  of  an 
undivided  one-half  of  the  cattle  in  question.  The  agreement 
for  the  sale  was  not  void  by  the  statute  of  frauds.  The 
agreement  for  the  defendant  to  work  plaintiffs  farm  on 
shares  and  for  a  sale  of  an  undivided  half  of  defendant's 
stock  on  the  farm  to  plaintiff,  I  think,  was  an  entire  contract, 
and  each  part  formed  a  good  consideration  for  the  other. 
The  defendant  took  the  plaintiffs  farm  under  their  contract, 
worked  it  on  shares,  used  the  cattle  in  question  in  connection 
therewith,  and  the  proceeds  of  the  farm  and  cattle  during  the 
year  were  divided  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract. 

The  defendant  cannot,  after  receiving  the  profits  and 
benefit  of  that  part  of  the  agreement  most  beneficial  to  him 
repudiate  the  sale  as  void.  That  would  operate  as  a  gross 
fraud  upon  the  plaintiff,  which  no  court  of  justice  could  sanc- 
tion. There  was,  I  think,  a  sufficient  delivery  and  acceptance, 
and  all  that  was  necessary  under  the  peculiar  circumstances 
of  the  case.  The  parties  intended  to  make  a  valid  and  effect- 
ual sale,  and  always  acted  with  respect  to  the  property  in  the 
belief  that  they  had  done  so  during  the  year  defendant 
worked  the  farm  under  the  agreement.  The  jury,  I  think, 
properly  found  that  there  was  a  valid  sale  upon  the  evidence. 
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The  most  important  question  in  the  case  is,  whether  the 
plaintiff  can  maintain  the  action  against  the  defendant,  his 
cotenant  in  common,  for  a  conversion  of  the  plaintiff's  undi- 
vided one-half  of  the  cattle  ?  Whether  the  facts  found  will 
warrant  a  recovery  for  the  conversion  of  the  plaintiff's  share  I 
The  case  was  put  to  the  jury  upon  the  strongest  view  that 
the  evidence  would  warrant  in  favor  of  the  defendant. 
They  were  charged  that  if  they  found  that  plaintiff  was 
the  owner  of  an  undivided  one-half  of  the  cattle,  and  that  it 
was  agreed  as  a  part  of  the  contract  between  the  parties  that 
before  the  defendant  moved  away  from  the  plaintiff's  farm 
the  cattle  should  be  divided  between  them,  and  they  should 
not  be  removed  until  divided,  Bx^d  that  afterwards,  when  the 
defendant's  contract  was  ended  and  his  term  closed  for  occu- 
pying the  farm,  against  the  demands  and  requests  of  the 
plaintiff  to  divide  the  stock  and  distribute  it  in  accordance 
with  their  agreement,  the  defendant  drove  the  stock  away 
over  to  the  Schenck  farm,  whereto  he  removed,  and  after 
repeated  requests  by  the  plaintiff  to  divide  the  stock  or  to 
account  to  the  plaintiff,  or  pay  him  for  his  share,  the  defend- 
ant refused  and  denied  all  the  plaintiff's  right,  interest  or 
share  in  the  stock,  and  denied  that  the  plaintiff  had  any  title 
to  the  stock  to  which  he  was  entitled  to  a  division,  and  locked 
up  the  stock  in  his  bam  and  converted  it  to  his  sole  use, 
benefit  and  purposes,  in  denial  of  all  the  rights,  title  and 
interest  of  the  plaintiff.  And  if  they  found  all  those  facts, 
and  that  the  defendant  intended  thereby  to  prevent  the  plain- 
tiff from  having  any  right,  title,  interest  or  share  in  the  cattle, 
then  a  case  would  be  made  of  such  a  conversion  of  the  plain- 
tiff's interest  in  the  stock,  such  a  destruction  or  loss  of  his 
rights  and  interest  as  would  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover  of 
defendant  in  this  action. 

The  jury  have  found  all  those  facts,  and  they  are  fully  sus- 
tained by  the  evidence. 

I  was  of  opinion  at  the  trial  that  these  facts  would  render 
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the  defendant  liable,  and  subsequent  examination  and  con- 
sideration of  the  question  have  strengthened  that  view. 

In  Van  Doren  agt.  Balta  (11  Run^  239),  the  plaintiff  was 
present  at  the  sale  of  a  wagon  under  a  mortgage  made  bj  his 
cotenant  thereon,  and  forbade  the  sale  in  the  hearing  of 
defendant,  who  then  purchased  the  chattel.  The  defendailt 
Baity  thei*eafter  held  possession  of  the  property  and  used  it 
for  his  own  individual  purposes,  claiming  to  own  it  exclusively, 
and  denying  that  the  plaintiff  had  any  interest  therein,  and 
refused  to  deliver  to  plaintiff  on  demand. 

It  was  therein  held  that  the  one  tenant  in  common,  by 
undertaking  to  sell  the  whole  property,  made  himself  liable 
to  his  cotenant  for  a  conversion  of  the  latter's  share,  and  that 
the  purchaser  at  the  sale  became  only  a  cotenant  with  the 
plaintiff.  And  that  ^'as  the  sale  of  the  plaintiff's  share  was  a 
wrong  to  the  plaintiff,  for  which  the  seller  is  liable,  it  follows 
that  the  defendant  who  participated  in  it  by  purchasing  the 
whole  with  notice  of  the  plaintiff's  rights,  and  thereafter 
asserting  an  exclusive  title  to  the  property,  is  equally  liable 
as  a  wrong-doer,  and  plaintiff  may  maintain  an  action  against 
him  for  the  conversion  of  his  share." 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  principle  decided  in  that  case  is 
applicable  to  the  case  here.  The  defendant  !N^eal  has  done 
more  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  Patten  of  his  share  in  the  cattle 
than  was  done  by  the  defendant  Baity  in  that  case. 

In  Osborne  agt.  Sch&nck  (18  Hwn^  202),  plaintiff  brought 
an  action  against  defendant;  for  the  conversion  of  an  undi- 
vided one-half  interest  in  a  planing  machine.  One  Pratt, 
Osborne's  cotenant,  had  executed  to  Schenck  a  mortgage  on  the 
whole  machine,  which  he  accepted,  but  did  nothing  more.  It 
was  held  therein  that  Osborne's  cotenant  became  liable  to  him 
by  assuming  to  mortgage  the  whole,  but  Schenck  had  done 
nothing  unlawful  or  that  would  render  him  liable.  And 
LsASNED,  P.  J.,  in  his  opinion,  puts  the  decision  on  the  ground 
that  ^^  the  mere  mortgaging  of  the  planing  machine  was  not  a 
oonversion.  Jt  does  not  appear  that  it  was  intended  to  be  a 
Vou  XLn        21 


162  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Potter  agt.  NeaL 

denial  of  the  plaintiff's  rights,  and  it  was  accompanied  by  no 
act  which  in  any  way  disturbed  or  molested  his  claim."  And 
that  there  was  no  demand  and  refusal  to  deliver  and  assertion 
of  an  exclusive  right. 

This  latter  case  was  affirmed  in  the  court  of  appeals. 
Opinion  by  Finch,  J.  (not  yet  reported). 

Judge  Finch,  in  a  learned  and  interesting  opinion  in  that 
case,  takes  the  same  view  as  the  general  term,  and  puts  the 
affirmance  on  the  same  grounds.  He  says:  "There  is  no 
evidence  that  he  (Schenck)  used  it.  No  demand  was  made  of 
him  before  the  action  was  brought.  He  neither  did  or  said 
anything  in  denial  of  plaintiff's  rights  as  a  cotenant  until 
after  he  wa^  sued.  He  asserted  no  exclusive  dominion  over 
it  That  assertion  was  not  made  until  driven  to  an  answer 
after  action  commenced  for  a  conversion,  and  even  then  was  not 
urged  or  intimated  upon  the  trial.  The  defense  was  rested 
wholly  and  alone  upon  the  right  of  the  defendant  as  a  cotenant." 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  facts  were  not  in  the  case  of 
Osborne  agt.  Schenck^  that  are  strongly  proven  in  this  case, 
and  which  judges  Learned  and  Finch  both,  in  their  opinions, 
clearly  intimated  would  sustain  the  action. 

In  the  case  of  Swartwout  agt.  Evan^  (37  /W.,  442),  one  of 
two  joint  owners  of  a  mowing  machine  sued  the  other  in 
trover.  And  it  was  therein  held  that  the  action  would  be  for 
the  conversion  of  an  undivided  half  on  proof  that  the 
cotenant  assumed  and  exercised  exclusive  ownership,  repudi- 
ating the  rights  of  the  other.  To  the  same  effect  is  Orove 
agt.  Wiae  (39  Mich.,  139). 

In  the  case  of  Ripley  agt.  Davis  (15  MicK.^  75)  plaintiff 
sued  to  recover  the  value  of  two-fifths  of  a  quantity  of  logs 
cut  by  defendant  on  plaintiff's  premises,  and  which  were  to  be 
boomed  at  a  certain  point  and  divided.  Defendant  took  the 
logs  beyond  the  place  agreed  upon,  and  set  up  a  claim  to 
them  under  an  alleged  purchase. 

Hdd  (CooLET,  J.),  that  the  action  for  conveiirion  could  be 
maintained. 
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MARTHir,  Ch.  J.,  in  a  concurring  opinion,  held  that  the 
defendant's  acts  showed  an  intention  to  convert  the  property, 
which  was  snfScient. 

The  great  difficulty  ordinarily  in  sustaining  an  action  of 
trover  in  favor  of  a  tenant  in  common  of  personal  property 
against  his  cotenant  is,  that  each  tenant  has  the  right  t3  the 
possession  of  the  whole,  and  the  mere  possession  and  use  of 
the  whole  by  one  will  not  constitute  a  conversion.  But  the 
facts  in  this  case  clearly  constitute  a  conversion  upon  princi- 
ple and  authority.  The  defendant  has  attempted  and  intended 
to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  his  share  in  the  cattle.  All  his  acts 
were  tortious. 

It  may  be  urged  with  great  force  that  the  defendant's 
wrongful  acts  have  terminated  the  cotenancy,  and  the  plain- 
tiff may  so  regard  it  and  recover  of  the  defendant  for  the 
wrong. 

I  discover  no  errors  in  the  case  calling  for  correction.  The 
verdict  is  well  sustained  and  is  entirely  just. 

The  motion  for  a  new  trial  is  denied,  and  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff  ordered  upon  the  verdict  in  his  favor. 


N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Chables  Devlin,  respondent,  agt.  The  Mayok,  ^c,,  of  the 

city  of  New  York,  appellant. 

Seference-- Biffea  of  death  of  referes-^  Power  of  court  to  increase  number 

€f  referees, 

Where  a  cause  is  referred  by  consent  of  parties,  and  the  referee  dies,  it 
puts  an  end  to  the  reference,  because  the  extent  of  the  consent  is  that 
the  canse  may  be  tried  and  decided  by  the  particular  person  whom  they 
have  agreed  upon  as  a  referee. 

But  where  the  cause  is  referable  in  its  nature,  and  has  been  referred  by 
the  court,  upon  motion,  the  only  effect  that  the  death  of  the  referee 
before  the  termination  of  the  reference  has  is,  that  nothing  has  been 
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accomplished,  and  that  a  new  referee  must  be  appointed,  before  whom 
the  trial  of  the  cause  has  to  be  begun  again. 
After  the  trial  has  commenced  before  the  substituted  referee,  the  court 
has  power,  on  motion,  to  increase  the  number  of  referees  to  three. 

General  Term,  Naoemher,  1880. 
T.  C.  Cronin^  for  respondfint. 
Wm.  0.  Bartelly  for  appellant. 

Daly,  Ch.  J.  — Where  a  canse  is  referred  by  consent  of 
parties  and  the  referee  dies  it  puts  an  end  to  the  reference, 
because  the  extent  of  the  consent  is  that  the  cause  maj  be 
tried  and  decided  by  the  particular  person  whom  they  have 
agreed  upoa  as  a  referee.  But  where  the  cause  is  referable 
in  its  nature  and  has  been  referred  by  the  court,  upon  motion, 
the  only  effect  that  the  death  of  the  referee  before  tha  termi- 
nation of  the  reference  has,  is  that  nothing  has  been  accom- 
plished and  that  a  new  referee  must  be  appointed  before 
whom  the  trial  of  the  cause  has  to  be  begun  again. 

A  motion  was  made  in  this  cause  that  it  be  referred.  The 
motion  was  resisted  by  the  defendants  upon  the  ground  that 
it  was  not  a  referable  case,  but  involved  questions  that  ought 
to  be  tried  by  a  jury. 

The  judge  at  special  term  held  otherwise  and  appointed  a 
referee.  The  defendants  appealed  to  the  general  term  where 
the  order  was  affirmed  upon  the  ground  that  the  action  was 
referable,  and  we  are  informed  that  the  court  of  appeals  have 
recently  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  general  term,  so  that  it 
is  settled  beyond  any  further  question  that  the  cause  is  refer- 
able and  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  it  referred  as  a 
matter  of  right. 

The  fact  of  the  death  of  the  referee  can  in  no  way  affect 
this  decision,  which  is  the  law  of  this  case  as  settled  by  the 
court  of  final  resort.  The  case  has  to  be  tried  and  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  have  it  tried  by  a  referee  involving  as  it 
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does  a  great  number  of  items,  the  evidence  on  the  former 
trial  relating  to  which  filled  several  printed  volumes. 

To  require,  because  the  referee  is  dead,  that  a  motion  for  a 
reference  must  again  be  made  would  be  to  require  an  idle 
ceremony,  as  the  same  decision  would  have  to  be  made  again 
that  was  made  before. 

The  proper  course,  therefore,  was  the  one  pursued  —  to 
apply  to  the  court  for  the  appointment  of  a  new  referee  — 
and  the  order  made  by  the  judge  at  the  special  term  was  a 
proper  one,  and  should  be  affirmed. 

This  asked  that  if  we  should  come  to  this  conclusion  we 
should  direct  that  the  number  of  referees  should  be  increased 
to  three.  But  the  defendants  are  here  in  error.  If  they 
wanted  three  referees  they  should  have  made  the  application 
to  the  judge  at  the  special  term  that  they  do  now  upon  this 
appeal,  and  for  all  that  we  know  the  judge  might  have 
granted  this  request. 

In  my  opinion,  from  what  I  know  of  this  case,  in  view  of 
the  questions  that  have  to  be  passed  upon  and  the  large 
amoxmt  involved,  the  application,  on  the  part  of  the  city,  that 
it  should  be  tried  by  three  referees  instead  of  one,  is  a.  reason- 
able application.  But  that  is  a  matter  upon  which  the 
plaintiff  has  a  right  to  be  heard.  It  should  have  been  applied 
for  on  the  motion  below,  and,  if  it  is  to  be  allowed  now,  it 
can  only  be  by  motion,  upon  which  the  plaintiff  may  have  an 
opportunity  to  be  heard.  It  is  in  the  power  of  the  court  to 
grant  it,  notwithstanding  the  order  already  made  upon  facts 
brought  before  the  court  showing  its  necessity  or  propriety, 
and  of  which  the  plaintiff  have  notice  by  a  regular  motion 
upon  which  he  has  the  opportunity,  if  he  wishes,  to  read  affi- 
davits in  opposition.  It  is  not  a  matter  to  be  granted  by  an 
appellate  court.  All  that  we  can  do  is  to  affirm  or  reverse, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  an  order  appealed  from. 

The  order  below  should  be  affirmed. 
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N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Charles  Dbyun  agt.  The  Matok,  &c.,  of  the  city  of 

New  York. 

Ifotice  of  judgment  —  tohat  is  iuJ/Ment  notice  to  limit  time  to  appeal. 

« 

Where  a  paper,  which  bears  on  its  back  an  indorsement  of  the  title  of  the 
cause  and  statement  that  it  is  a  copy,  "  certified  order  affirming  order  of 
reference/'  to  which  ia  inscribed  the  name  of  the  attorney  for  respond- 
ent with  the  number  of  his  office,  and  is  addressed  to  and  served  on  the 
attorney  for  appellant,  and  upon  the  face  of  the  paper  appears  the 
certificate  of  the  clerk  of  common  pleas  that  the  paper  is  an  extract 
from  the  minutes  of  the  court,  and  that  it  is  a  copy  of  an  order  made 
at  the  general  term  of  the  court: 

BM,  that  these  statements  show  that  the  order  has  been  entered,  and 
entered  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  common  pleas,  and  is  such  a 
written  notice  of  judgment  as  will  limit  the  time  to  appeal 

^f^eoidl  Term  J  November^  1880. 

T.  C.  Oronin,  for  plaintiff. 

W.  a  jBarUetty  for  defendant. 

Van  H0B8IEN,  J.  —  The  paper  served  on  the  8d  of  April, 
1877,  upon  the  corporation  counsel,  bears  on  its  back  an 
indorsement  of  the  title  of  the  cause  and  statement  that  it  is 
a  copy,  "  certified  order  affirming  order  of  reference^^  to 
which  is  inscribed  the  name  of  T.  C.  Cronin,  attorney  for 
respondent  Donaldson,  167  Broadway,  and  it  is  addressed  to 
William  C.  Whitney,  Esq.,  corporation  counsel.  Such  is  the 
indorsement  on  the  paper.  Upon  the  face  of  the  paper 
appears  the  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  common  pleas  that  the 
paper  is  an  extract  from  the  minutes  of  the  court,  and  that 
it  is  a  copy  of  an  order  made  at  the  general  term  of  the  court. 
The  order  is  set  out  in  totem  verbis.  These  statements  show 
that  the  order  has  been  entered,  and  entered  in  the  office  of 
the  clerk  of  the  court  of  common  pleas.    The  Code  of  Pro- 
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cedore  reqnires  nothing  more.  The  paper  Berved  was  in  m  j 
opinion  '^a  written  notice  of  the  order,"  which  is  all  that 
section  332  of  the  Code  of  Procednre  required.  It  is  free 
from  the  defects  which  in  York  agt.  Peck  (17  Havo,^^  192) ; 
Yalbm  agt.  TT.  Z.  F.  Am.  Co.  (19  ZTew.,  616),  and  in 
the  other  cases  cited  in  the  books  on  Practice  were  held  to 
make  the  ^lotices  in  these  cases  insufficient.  Under  the 
decision  of  Fry  agt.  Ben/nett  (16  How.  Pr.^  402),  which  is  a 
thorouj2;hly  considered  case,  the  notice  given  to  the  corpora- 
tion counsel  on  April  6,  1877,  was  sufficient.  The  appeal 
is  therefore  too  late,  and  the  motion  must  be  denied. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Marie  AirroiNEmB  WrrHAus  agt.  Fhedebiok  0.  0.  Sohaaok. 

Beed — when  it»  exeeuMon  by  a  wife,  through  the  miirepreeeniatiana  of  her 
htuband,  ie  fknd  cu  to  her  dower  righte — NegUgoTiee  in  executing  papere 
without  reading. 

The  plaintiff,  a  married  woman,  executed  without  examination  a  trust 
deed  with  her  husband  to  secure  certain  of  his  creditors,  upon  his 
representation  that  it  was  a  conveyance,  in  form  and  substance,  such  as 
he  had  previously  represented  to  her  it  would  be,  and  to  which  she  had 
assented,  the  fact,  however,  being  that  the  deed  included  lands  other 
than  those  he  had  proposed  to  convey  and  to  which  she  had  agreed  : 

ffdd,  that  the  deed,  in  so  far  as  it  affected  the  dower  rights  of  the  wife  in 
such  other  lands,  is  inoperative  and  void,  and  that  her  rights  remained 
the  same  as  though  she  had  not  executed  the  deed. 

Also,  that  negligence  is  not  to  be  imputed  to  the  plaintiff  in  signing  the 
deed  without  examination  as  to  its  contents,  in  reliance  upon  the  repre- 
sentations of  her  husband  (See  S.  0.,  57  How.  Pr.,  810). 

Sj^edal  Term,  October,  1881. 

Tbial  of  issues  of  fact.  ^  j^ 

John  K  BurriU,  for  plaintiff.  ^ 

LewU  Sanders,  for  defendant 
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Van  Vorst;  e/.  —  The  plaintiff  has  distinctly  testified  to 
certain  statements  and  representations  made  to  ber  by  ber 
bnsband  to  induce  ber  to  agree  to  an  arrangement  be  was 
about  to  make  witb  certain  of  bis  creditors  by  wbieb,  tbrougb 
appropriate  conveyances  to  be  made,  a  portion  of  bis  land  iu 
tbe  city  of  New  York  would  be  devoted  to  secure  such 
creditors.  She  assented  to  the  arrangement.  When  tbe  deed 
was  presented  for  ber  signature,  according  to  ber  testimony, 
be  represented  that  it  was  an  instrument  which  be  bad  caused 
to  be  prepared  ii)  furtherance  of  tbe  purpose  be  had  before 
disclosed  to  her,  by  which  certain  of  bis  real  estate  was  to  be 
devoted  to  tbe  payment  of  specific,  debts. 

Tbe  creditors  who  were  to  be  provided  for,  and  the  gene- 
ral nature  of  their  claims,  bad  been  stated  by  him  to* ber,  as 
bad  been  the  facts,  that  tbe  property  to  be  conveyed  and  to 
which  ber  assent  was  asked,  was  to  be  confined  exclusively  to 
the  lands  owned  by  him,  north  of  Fifty-ninth  street,  in  tbe 
city  of  New  York. 

To  this  arrangement  tbe  plaintiff  bad  assentiHl.  And  when 
tbe  deed  was  presented  for  ber  signature  ber  husband  informed 
her  i;bat  it  was,  in  form  and  substance,  such  as  bad  been  pro- 
posed by  him.  Without  reading  tbe  paper  and  relying  upon 
her  husband's  statements,  she  executed  tbe  same,  and  it  was 
delivered  to  the  grantee,  who  is  the  defendant. 

It  now  appears  that,  instead  of  being  limited  to  a  convey- 
ance of  land  lying  north  of  Fifty-ninth  street,  it  embraces 
property  south  of  that  line. 

Had  tbe  plaintiff  read  tbe  paper  before  signing  it,  she 
would  have  readily  discovered  tbe  error  in  the  description. 
But  she  relied,  as  she  has  testified,  upon  ber  husband's  state- 
ments, and  in  such  reliance  I  am  persuaded  that  she  was  justi- 
fied. It  is  no  evidence  of  negligence  or  want  of  care  for  a 
wife,  under  tbe  facts  and  circumstances  of  this  case,  to  place 
confidence  in  tbe  statements  of  her  husband  and  relax  tbe 
vigilance  and  close  examination  which  obtains  in  dealings 
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with  strangers.  If  a  woman  may  not  trust  her  husband  in 
such  a  matter,  I  know  not  on  whom  she  could  rely. 

In  granting  the  relief  which  must  be  awarded  in  this 
action,  it  is  not  necessary  to  pronounce  the  conduct  of  the 
plaintiff's  husband  fraudulent.  There  is  no  reason  to  suppose 
it  was  such.  From  all  that  appears  he  was  an  honorable  man, 
and  in  the  possession  of  his  reason  would  have  scorned  an 
act  of  duplicity.  But  he  was  afflicted  with  a  disease  liable 
at  any  time  to  affect  his  reason.  He  was,  at  the  time,  anxious 
and  greatly  distressed  about  his  debts,  which  he  sought  to 
secure,  especially  such  as  were  of  a  fiduciary  character. 

There  is  enough  in  the  evidence  to  justify  the  conclusion 
that  his  mental  condition  was  unsound,  and  that  his  conduct 
is  not  to  be  judged  by  the  same  standard  which  is  applied  to 
the  acts  of  men  in  a  normal  condition  of  physical  and  mental 
health. 

Shortly  after  this  transaction  he  gave  clear  and  unmistak- 
able evidence  of  insanity,  and  he  was  removed  to  an  asylum 
for  the  custody  of  such  patients,  and  where,  by  his  own  hands, 
he  put  an  end  to  his  life. 

The  plaintiff's  case  rests  entirely  upon  her  own  evidence, 
but  uncontradicted  and  unimpeached  I  cannot  disregard  it. 
I  discover  nothing  in  the  case  which  would  justify  me  in 
regarding  it  as  xmtmthful,  or  in  setting  it  aside  as  unworthy 
of  acceptance. 

The  argument  of  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant, 
based  upon  the  improbability  of  the  plaintiff's  statements,  is 
answered  by  the  mental  condition  of  her  husband,  which 
exonerates  him  from  intentional  wrong.  Plaintiff  interposed 
her  claim  with  reasonable  diligence,  and  appears  to  have  per- 
sist^ in  it. 

I  do  not  think  that  the  plaintiff's  conduct  after  the  execu- 
tion of  the  instrument,  in  taking  a  conveyance  and  paying 
for  the  Sixth  avenue  property,  and  in  procuring  an  assign- 
ment of  the  Eenolds  claim,  amounted  to  a  ratification  of  her 
act  in  signing  the  deed.  The  object  and  purposes  of  such 
Vol.  LXn        22 
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acts  prevent  their  operation  as  an  estoppel  to  the  assertion  of 
her  equitable  rights.  In  addition,  the  defendant  and  those 
whom  he  represents  under  the  trust  deed,  are  not  bona  fids 
purchasers  for  a  valuable  consideration. 

The  opinion  of  the  general  terra,  by  Brady,  J.,  settles  that 
question.  The  deed  wajs  intended  to  secure  the  payment  of 
obligations  already  incurred,  and  I  cannot  see  that  the  plain- 
tiff has  done,  or  omitted  to  do  anything  to  the  injury  of  the 
defendant  or  the  beneficiaries  under  the  trust  deed  which 
should  debar  the  assertion  of  a  right  to  relief  against  her  act  in 
executing  the  deed.  There  are  other  particulars  in  which  the 
deed  differs  from  what  it  was  represented  to  be,  but  the  cause 
above,  particularly  specified,  affords  a  sufficient  reason  in 
itself  for  granting  the  only  relief  which  is  open  to  her. 

The  property  both  north  and  south  of  Fifty-ninth  street 
belonged  to  the  plaintiff's  husband,  and  he  might  devote  the 
same  to  the  purposes  mentioned  in  the  trubt  deed.  The 
plaintiff's  assent  was  not  necessary  to  the  validity  of  the  action 
of  her  husband,  only  as  it  affected  her  inchoate  right  of  dower. 

That  right  should  be  both  respected  and  preserved,  notwith- 
standing her  execution  of  the  deed. 

In  so  far  as  plaintiff's  dower  rights  are  concerned  in  the 
property  south  of  Fifty-ninth  street,  the  execution  of  the 
conveyance  by  plaintiff  should  be  adjudged  to  be  null  and 
void  ;  but  as  a  conveyance  of  all  the  property  both  north  and 
sojith  of  Fifty-ninth  street  by  the  plaintiff's  husband,  for  the 
purposes  mentioned  in  the  trust  deed,  it  is  valid  and  unaffected 
by  this  decision. 

Whether  the  plaintiff's  husband  in  fact  owed  the  defendant 
and  Ida  Mommer  the  amounts  secured  by  the  instrument  of 
trust  is  not  a  proper  subject  for  adjudication  here ;  that  is  a 
matter  in  which  the  creditors  of  the  creator  of  the  trust  are 
concerned,  and  they  are  not  before  the  court. 

The  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  relief  on  that  account  in 
this  action  other  than  that  above  mentioned. 

There  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  defendant  made  any 
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repreBentations  or  statements,  or  did  any  act  to  indace  the 
plaintiff  to  sign  the  deed,  and  afi  f ar  as  he  is  concerned  he  is 
blameless  of  the  error  or  mistake  under  which  she  executed 
the  same. 

There  must  be  judgment  in  the  plaintifPs  favor  to  the 
extent  above  indicated,  with  her  costs  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
funds  in  the  defendant's  hands,  growing  out  of  the  trust  deed. 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

PSANE    BuUMMEB  agt.   JaOOB   CoHEN. 

Inauranee  (Lffe) — yiim-cusignalnUty  of  endowm&rU  policy  upon  Vife  of  hus- 
band for  ben^  of  trife—Laws  of  1840,  ehapUr  277. 

An  endowment  policy  on  the  husband's  life,  payable  on  a  certain  date  to 
the  wife  or  her  personal  representatives,  is  within  the  act  of  1840,  and 
therefore  subject  to  the  rule  of  non-assignability.  (Affirming  8.  C, 
58  How,,  239.) 

Decided  October^  1881. 

AcrnoN  to  compel  the  reassignment  to  the  plaintiff  of  a 
policy  of  insurance  on  her  husband's  life,  which  policy 
plainti£E  had  previously  assigned  to  defendant  as  collateral 
security  for  a  loan  or  loans  of  money  to  her  said  husband. 

The  policy  was  issued  by  the  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Com- 
pany of  New  York,  May  12,  1868.  In  consideration  of 
$687.30,  recited  to  have  been  paid  by  Peane  Brummer,  wife 
of  Aaron  Brummer,  and  of  the  annual  payment  of  a  like 
amount  on  or  before  May  twelfth  in  every  year  during  the 
continuance  of  the  policy,  the  company  assured  the  life  of 
Aaron  Brummer  in  the  amount  of  $10,000,  and  agreed  to  pay 
that  sum  to  the  said  Peane  Brummer  or  her  executors,  admin- 
istrators or  assigns,  on  the  12th  day  of  May,  1883,  or,  should 
he  die  previously  thereto,  in  sixty  days  after  due  notice  and 
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proof  of  his  death,  to  her  or  her  executorB,  i^ministratorB  or 
assigns. 

The  premiums  were  changed  from  annaal  to  semi-annual 
payments  of  $357.40,  payable  May  twelfth  and  November 
twelfth  in  each  year.  This  change  was  made  on  May  11, 
1874. 

All  the  premiums  were  paid  by  the  husband,  as  far  as  pre- 
miums were  paid,  in  cash.  At  a  certain  period  the  dividends 
which  the  policy  had  earned  were,  by  consent  of  the  com- 
pany, applied  to  the  payment  of  premiums. 

There  are  children  living  of  the  marriage,  and  such  children 
were  in  being  at  the  time  the  defendant  took  the  assignment 
from  Mrs.  Brummer. 

Two  questions  were  litigated  at  the  trial  —  the  assignabihty 
of  the  policy,  and  whether  all  the  advances  intended  to  be 
secured  by  the  assignment  had  been  repaid. 

The  court  of  common  pleas,  J.  F.  Daly,  J.,  gave  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff  {see  57  How.^  386),  which  was  affirmed  by  the 
general  term,  Labbbmobb,  J.  {See  58  How.^  239).    ' 

A  BhwieneHely  for  plaintifi. 

David  LeventriM^  for  defendant 

Ain)BEWs,  J.  —  This  case  is  governed  by  the  decision  in 
Eadie  agt  SUmnum  (26  N.  T".,  9).  The  contention  that  to 
bring  an  insurance  by  a  wife  upon  the  life  of  her  husband 
within  the  operation  of  the  act  of  1840,  it  must  appear  from 
the  terms  of  the  policy,  or  must  be  shown  by  extrinsic  evi- 
dence, that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  assured  to  avail  herself 
of  the  provisions  of  the  act,  cannot,  we  think,  be  maintained. 
The  right  of  a  wife  to  insure  the  life  of  her  husband  was  not 
given  by  that  act.  She  had,  at  common  law,  an  insurable 
interest  in  her  husband's  life  {Reed  agt.  Royal  Ek.  Aes.  Co.y 
Peak  Ad,y  Clas,^  70 ;  Lord^j^.  DaU^  12  Masa.^  115  ;  LoomiB 
agt.  Eagle  Ins.  Oo.^  6  Oray^  396 ;  Chrmectiowt  Mut.  Ins.  Co^ 
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agt.  Sdhaefer^  94  Z7.  5.,  457).  The  amount  insured  must 
necessarily  be  the  measure  of  damage  in  case  of  his  death. 
The  pecnniajry  interest  of  a  wife  in  her  husband's  life  is 
incapable  of  exact  measurement.  The  insured,  by  issuing  a 
policy  to  the  wife,  agrees  that  her  interest  is  at  least  equal  to 
the  sum  insured,  and  the  policy  is  in  the  nature  of  a  valued 
policy,  and  the  full  amount  insured  is  recoverable  in  case  of 
death,  without  proof  of  actual  damages. 

Nor  did  the  provision  in  the  second  section  of  the  act  of 
1840 — that  the  insurance  by  a  wife  on  the  life  of  her  hus- 
band may,  in  case  of  her  death  before  the  decease  of  her 
husband,  be  made  payable  to  her  children — confer  any  new 
power  or  authorize  a  contract  which  before  the  statute  would 
be  imauthorized.  There  does  not  seem  to  be  any  ground  to 
doubt  that  before  the  statute  a  provision  in  a  life  policy  issued 
to  a  wife  on  her  husband's  life  that  in  the  event  of  her  death 
before  the  death  of  her  husband  the  policy  should  inure  to  the 
benefit  of  her  children  would  be  entirely  valid  and  enforceable. 
But  the  act  of  1840  did  secure  to  the  wife  the  sole  benefit 
of  an  insurance  on  the  life  of  her  husband,  procured  by  or 
for  her  and  in  her  name^  in  case  she  survived  her  husband, 
free  from  any  claim  by  him  or  his  representative  or  by  his 
creditors,  subject  to  the  limitation  that  the  annual  premium 
paid  should  not  exceed  a  specified  sum. 

In  this  respect  the  act  of  1840  is  enabling  and  not  declara- 
tory. The  act  does  not  require  that  it  should  appeal*  by  the 
poUcy  that  it  was  issued  under  the  act,  in  order  that  the  insured 
should  have  the  benefit  of  its  provisions.  There  are  no 
restrictive  terms.  The  act  is  remedial  and  was  passed  for 
the  benefit  of  married  women  and  their  children,  and  the  inten- 
tion of  a  married  woman  insuring  the  life  of  the  husband  to 
avail  herself  of  its  provisions  is  inferable  from  its  beneficial 
nature.  In  Eadie  agt.  Slvnvmon^  the  policy  did  not  refer  to 
the  act,  although  it  might  perhaps  be  fairly  inferred  that 
the  parties  had  the  act  in  view  from  the  fact  that  it  incor- 
porated substantially  the  language  of  the  second  section,  in 
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providing  for  the  payment  of  the  inrarance  to  the  children  in 
case  of  the  death  of  the  wife  before  the  decease  of  her  hns- 
band.  But  in  Wilson  agt.  Lamrence^  affirmed  in  this  court 
(76  N.  F".,  685),  the  policy  made  no  reference  to  the  act ; 
nor  did  it  make  any  provision  for  children.  It  was,  aside 
from  the  endowment  feature,  substantially  like  the  policy 
in  this  case.  It  was  held  that  the  policy  was  subject 
to  the  act  of  1840,  and  unassignable  within  Eadie  agt.  SUmr 
mon  and  other  cases.  The  learned  judge  who  delivered  the 
opinion  at  general  terra,  in  considering  whether  the  policy 
was  subjected  to  the  act  of  1840,  and  in  answer  to  the  sug- 
gestion upon  the  subject  that  it  made  no  provision  for  chil- 
dren, remarked  that  it  did  not  appear  that  there  were  children 
of  the  marriage.  But  this  circumstance  seems  to  me  to  be 
immaterial  where  the  question  is  as  to  the  wife's  power  to 
assign  her  interest.  The  act  as  amended  expressly  provides 
that  the  insurance  may  be  made  payable,  in  case  of  the  death 
of  the  wife  before  the  insurance  becomes  due,  to  the  husband 
or  to  his  or  their  children  as  may  be  provided  {Laws  of  1862, 
chap.  70 ;  La/u)s  of  1866,  chap.  656).  The  omission  to  pro- 
vide for  the  devolution  of  the  fund  or  claim  in  the  contin- 
gency of  the  wife's  death  before  the  death  of  her  husband,  or, 
as  in  this  case,  the  deliberate  statement  in'  the  application  in 
answer  to  the  question,  For  whose  benefit  is  the  insurance  to 
be  effected !  that  it  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife,  and  the 
striking  out  of  the  words  "  and  her  children,"  does  not,  we 
think,  relent  the  presumption  that  the  wife,  in  taking  the 
policy  had  in  view  the  act  of  1840.  But  we  do  not  mean  to 
decide  that  extrinsic  parol  evidence,  showing  that  the  insurer 
and  insured  did  not  intend  to  make  the  policy  subject  to  the 
act  of  1840,  would  be  allowable  to  control  the  legal  effect  of 
the  contract.  That  question  can  be  determined  when  it  arises. 
It  is  claimed  that  the  policy  in  question  is  not  within  the 
act  of  1840,  and  is  not,  therefore,  subject  to  the  rule  of  non- 
assignability established  fn  Eadie  agt.  Slimmon^  for  the  rea- 
son that  it  is  an  endowment  policy  —  that  is,  a  contract  by 
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the  insured  in  the  alternative,  in  consideration  of  the  payment 
by  the  insured  of  an  annual  premium,  to  pay  the  sum  insured 
at  the  expiration  of  a  term  of  years,  or  on  the  death  of  the 
husband  at  any  earlier  period.  The  husband  insured  by  the 
policy  in  this  case  is  still  living,  and  the  period  has  not 
arrived  when  the  obligation  of  the  insurer  to  pay  has  become 
absolute ;  and  it  is  insisted  that  the  assignment  of  the  wife 
Bought  to  be  annulled  in  this  section  was  valid,  so  far  at  least 
as  to  convey  her  contingent  interest,  in  the  event  of  the  bus- 
band  surviving  the  time  when  the  policy  becomes  absolutely 
payable.  This  contention  is  based  on  the  claim  that  only  con- 
tracts for  life  insurance  strictly  —  that  is,  insurance  payable  in 
the  event  of  death — are  within  the  purview  of  the  act  of 
1840,  and  that  the  reason  assigned  in  Eadie  agt.  Slvmmon^  for 
holding  that  policies  of  life  insurance  payable  to  wives  are 
non-assignable,  is  that  the  legislature  had  in  view  the  protec- 
tion of  widows  and  orphans  who  would  or  might  be  frus- 
trated if  a  wife  was  permitted  to  assign  the  policy  during  her 
husband's  life ;  that  this  reason  has  no  application  to  the  endow- 
ment feature  of  a  life  policy  which  contemplates  the  maturity 
of  the  contract  during  the  husband's  life.  There  is  consid- 
erable force  in  the  argument  that  an  endowment  policy  was 
not  in  the  mind  of  the  legislature  when  the  act  of  1840  was 
passed.  The  original  act  provides  that  ^^a  married  woman 
may  cause  her  husband's  life  to  be  insured  for  her  use  for  any 
definite  period,  or  for  the  term  of  his  natural  life;"  and 
further  provides  that  the  insurance  shall  be  payable  to  her 
"  in  case  of  her  surviving  her  husband,"  and  refers  to  no 
other  event  upon  the  happening  of  which  she  is  entitled  to 
receive  it.  It  seems  reasonable,  therefore,  to  suppose  that 
the  words  "  any  definite  period "  in  the  original  section  re- 
ferred to  an  insurance  for  a  limited  period,  but,  nevertheless, 
to  an  insurance  payable  only  in  the  event  of  death.  This 
construction  justifies  the  remark  of  Denio,  J.,  in  JEadie  agt. 
aiinwKmj  that  the  statute  ''  looked  to  a  provision  for  a.  state 
of  widowhood  and  for  her  orphan  children."    The  policy  in 
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that  case  wsb  iaeaed  in  1852.  Bat  the  act  of  1840  was 
amended  by  chapter  656  of  the  Laws  of  1866^  by  striking 
out  the  words  in  the  first  section  of  the  original  act,  which  made 
the  insurance  payable  to  the  wife  ^4n  case  of  her  surviving 
her  husband,"  and  inserting  in  their  place  the  words  ''  in  case 
of  her  surviving  such  period  or  term."  •  This  amendment 
seems  to  have  been  intended  to  bring  within  the  act  insurance 
of  the  precise  character  of  the  one  in  question. 

An  endowment  policy  is  an  insurance  into  which  enters  the 
element  of  life.  In  one  aspect  it  is  a  contract  payable  in  the 
event  of  a  continuance  of  life ;  in  the  other,  in  the  event  of 
death  before  the  period  specified.  The  amendment  of  1866 
entitles  the  wife  to  the  insurance  whenever  she  survives  the 
period  or  term  of  insurance,  and  her  right  is  not  limited,  as  in 
the  act  of  1840,  alone  upon  the  event  of  her  surviving  her 
husband,  and  seems  to  contemplate  as  well  the  case  of  an 
insurance  payable  before  the  death  of  the  husband  as  one 
payable  on  his  death.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  principle 
of  non-assignability  in  Eadie  agt.  Slimmion  applies  to  this 
case. 

The  statute,  as  it  now  stands,  makes  provision  as  well  for 
wife  and  children,  the  husband  living,  as  for  widow  and 
orphans,  and  there  is  no  ground  for  imputing  a  different  legis- 
lative policy  in  respect  to  an  insurance  payable  during  the 
husband's  life  and  one  payable  only  on  his  death. 

We  are  not  called  upon  to  indicate  the  doctrine  of  Eadie 
agt.  Slirrmum.  The  inference  of  a  legislative  intent  to  make 
a  policy  procured  by  a  wife  on  her  husband's  life  unassignable 
deduced  by  the  court  in  that  case,  has  sometimes  been 
thought  to  rest  on  a  slender  foundation ;  but  the  case  has  been 
repeatedly  followed  {Bwrry  agt.  Eq.  Life  Asa.  Co.y  59 ,-3^.  y., 
587 ;  Barry  agt.  Brune^  71  irf.,  262 ;  WiUon  agt.  Lawrence^ 
76  id.,  585). 

The  legislature,  in  conferring  by  subsequent  acts  a  limited 
power  of  assignment,  have  recognized  the  policy  attributed 
to  the  legislation  of  1840,  chapter  821,  Laws  of  1873,  chapter 
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248,  Laws  of  1879.  The  afieignment  in  thie  case  was  not 
within  the  authority  conferred  by  those  acts. 

The  fact  that  the  premium  paid  may  have  exceeded  the 
sum  limited  in  the  statute  presents  no  question  between  these 
parties. 

We  think  the  judgment  is  right  and  should  be  affirmed. 

All  concur. 


U.  8.  CIRCUIT  COURT. 
Emma  A.  Flemino  agt.  The  Nobthampton  National  Bank. 

Bank$ — UabUi^  qf,  for  stolen  collaterals — bwrden  of  proof  cu  to  negUgenee 
— when  court  should  direct  a  verdiet  instead  of  submitting  questions  to  the 
jury. 

Banks  who  have  in  their  possession  coUateral  security  for  the  payment  of 
loans  are  called  upon  to  take  the  same  care  that  good  business  men  or 
persons  or  corporations  of  their  class  ordinarily  take  of  such  bonds. 
They  are  liable  for  want  of  ordinary  care. 

The  burden  of  proof  is  on  plaintiff  to  prove  negligence,  and  failing  to 
meet  such  burden  plaintiff  cannot  recover. 

Although  there  may  be  found  fragmentary  evidence  in  favor  of  the 
party  upon  whom  the  burden  of  proof  is  imposed,  yet  if  the  testimony, 
assuming  it  to  be  true,  and  the  inferences  which  may  fairly  be  drawn 
therefrom  are,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  entirely  insufficient  to 
authorize  the  juiy  to  find  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  party  upon  whom 
the  onus  of  proof  is  cast,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  direct  the  Jury 
what  verdict  to  render. 

Negligence  is  not  necessarily  a  question  for  the  Jury,  and  when  the  evi- 
dence is  too  slight  to  justify  a  verdict  in  favor  of  plaintiff,  the  court 
flhould  direct  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant. 

Sovihem  District  of  New  Yorky  November^  1881. 

Plaintiff's  assignor  had  United  States  bonds  on  deposit 

with  defendant  as  collateral  for  a  loan.    The  bank  was  robbed 

bj  masked  burglars  of  funds  and  securities  to  the  valne  of 

$1,400,000,    among    which    were    these   bonds.      PlaintifE 
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brought  a  test  case  as  for  conversion,  and  was  allowed  finally 
to  rest  her  case  on  the  question  of  n^ligence.  PlaintifPs 
testimony  showed  that  the  bank  watchman  left  the  bank  at 
four  A.  M.,  which  was  three  hours  before  daylight  at  the  season 
of  the  robbery,  and  also  showed  that  the  cashier,  upon  being 
threatened,  had  given  up  to  the  burglars  the  combinations  of 
the  vaults  so  far  as  he  knew  them.  Prior  to  that  a  treacherous 
employe  of  Herring  &  Co.,  the  manufacturers  of  the  bank's 
vaults,  had  taken  wax  impressions  of  the  keys  of  the  vaults 
.at  a  time  wnen  the  employe  was  allowed  access  to  its  vaults 
by  the  bank  for  the  purpose  of  repairs.  The  bank  claimed 
to  have  acted  in  good  faith  and  with  proper  care. 

Peckham  dk  Tyler^  for  the  bank,  moved  for  a  nonsuit  at 
the  end  of  plaintiff's  testimony. 

8hifman,  J,  —  It  is  now  well  settled  that,  although  there 
may  be  found  fragmentary  evidence  in  favor  of  the  party 
upon  whom  the  burden  of  proof  is  imposed,  yet,  if  the  testi- 
mony, assuming  it  to  be  true,  and  the  inferences  which  may 
fairly  be  drawn  therefrom  are  in  the  opinion  of  the  court 
entirely  insufficient  to  authorize  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  in 
favor  of  the  party  upon  whom  the  onus  of  proof  is  cast,  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  court  to  direct  the  jury  what  verdict  to  ren- 
der. This  rule  does  not  imply  that  the  court  should  weigh 
the  credibility  of  opposing  witnesses,  or  determiQe  whether 
the  uncontradicted  witnesses  are  to  be  credited ;  but  conced- 
ing to  aU  the  evidence  offered  the  greatest  probative  force 
which,  according  to  the  law  of  evidence,  it  is  fairly  entitled 
to,  the  court  is  to  determine  whether  there  is  any  substantial 
evidence  which  can  justify  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  party 
in  whose  favor  the  evidence  is  offered  or  received. 

Now,  in  this  case  these  bonds  were  left  by  Mr.  Fleming 
with  the  Northampton  bank  as  collateral  security  for  the  pay- 
ment of  a  loan.  It  is  in  proof,  or  sufficiently  in  proof,  so  that 
there  can  be  no  doubt  upon  the  subject  that  these  bonds. 
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together  with  a  very  great  amonnt  of  other  bonds  and  vain- 
able  personal  property,  were  taken  by  robbers  from  this  bank 
on  the  morning  of  the  26th  of  January,  1876,  and  by  superior 
foroe,  in  the  absenoe  of  any  of  the  officers  or  the  watchman 
of  the  bank ;  that  subsequently  this  note  matured ;  that  pay- 
ment was  tendered  and  refused,  and  that  demand  was  made 
for  the  bonds. 

Now,  what  is  the  law  upon  the  subject  of  bailees  of  col- 
lateral securities  t  The  law  is  that  banks  who  have  in  their 
possession  collateral  security  for  the  payment  of  loans  are 
called  upon  to  take  the  same  care  that  good  business  men,  or 
persons  or  corporations  of  their  class,  ordinarily  take  of  sudh 
bonds.  That  is,  in  the  old  phrase  of  the  law,  tliey  are  liable 
for  want  of  ordinary  care.  It  is  proper,  as  was  stated  by  the 
court  in  the  case  of  £!ssex  Bank  {11  th  Ma8S.\  that  higher 
obligation  of  care  should  be  imposed  upon  banks,  which  have 
a  very  large  amount  of  property  and  assets,  than  should  be 
imposed  upon  private  individuals,  and  therefore  I  use  the 
phrase,  "Good  business  people  of  their  class  who  deal  in 
sureties  of  this  sort  and  who  hold  securities  of  this  sort." 
This  being  so  —  the  state  of  the  facts  being,  as  I  have  stated, 
that  the  property  was  taken  from  them  by  superior  foroe  — 
there  is  an  obligation  upon  the  plaintiff  to  prove  in  some  way 
lack  of  ordinary  care ;  and  if  he  does  not  prove  it,  then  he 
has  not  made  out  his  case.  The  only  proof  in  this  case  of 
any  consequence,  as  it  seems  to  me,  is  that  there  was  no 
watchman  present;  that  the  watchman  went  away  at  four 
o'clock.  This  man  watched  this  as  well  as  the  other  banks  in 
the  neighborhood,  going  on  at  ten  o'clock  at  night  and  leaving 
at  four  o'clock  tiie  next  morning.  That  fact  would  seem  to 
me  to  be  veiy  slight  evidence  from  which  to  infer  negligence 
or  want  of  ordinary  care,  and  so  slight  that  a  juiy  would  not 
be  justified  in  finding  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  upon  that 
fact  alone.  It  is  the  important  fact  which  is  here  presented. 
I  think  diere  is  no  case  made  out  by  the  plaintiff,  and  I 
therefore  direct  a  verdict  for  defendant. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

WOONSOOKET  RXTBBSB  CoMPANT  ag£.    RuBBBB    ClOTHING 

COMPAKY. 

Extra  aHatMThce — to  be  aUowed  both  upon  ^  amount  of  ikb  reoowry  and  the 
amount  of  the  oounior^iaim —  Code  of  0ml  I^rocedure,  section  8368. 

In  cases  concededly  difficult  and  extraordinary,  section  83SS  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  will  authorize  an  extra  allowance  to  the  plaintiff  not 
only  upon  the  sum  recovered  in  the  action,  but  upon  the  basis  of  the 
defendant's  counter-claim  determined  against  him. 

Special  Term,  Ifavembery  1881. 
Motion  for  allowaace. 
George  B.  Aahley,  for  the  motion. 
Reynolds  dk  Stea/ms,  opposed. 

Potter,  J.  —  This  is  a  motion  for  an  extra  allowance  upon 
a  recovery  upon  the  claim  set  out  in  the  complaint,  and  also 
upon  a  counter-claim  set  forth  in  the  defendant's  answer  aris- 
ing out  of  an  alleged  breach  of  warranty  in  regard  to  a  certain 
portion  of  the  goods  sold  by  plaintifiE  to  defendant,  and  which 
were  sent  to  and  received  by  the  defendants  at  San  Francisco, 
amounting  to  some  $6,000. 

The  trial  involved  the  labor  of  proving  the  sale  and  delivery 
of  goods  amounting  to  between  $600,000  and  $700,000,  and 
extending  through  several  years  and  embracing  a  great  num- 
ber of  transactions. 

The  defendants  concede  it  was  a  diflGicult  and  extraordinary 
case,  and  that  plaintifE  is  entitled  to  an  extra  allowance  upon 
the  sum  recovered  in  the  action  under  section  3253,  Code 
Civil  Procedure,  but  the  defendants  contend  that  plaintiff  is 
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not  entitled  to  an  allowance  upon  the  counter-claim  which  was 
defeated. 

The  case  being  concededlj  difficult  and  extraordinary,  the 
only  question  is  whether  section  3253  will  authorize  an  allow- 
ance to  the  plaintiff  upon  the  basis  of  this  defendant's  counter- 
claim determined  against  him. 

I  am  referred  to  no  adjudicated  case  upon  this  point,  but  I 
am  inclined,  both  from  the  language  and  the  reason  of  that 
section,  to  hold  that  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an  allowance  upon 
both  the  amount  of  the  recovery  and  the  amount  of  the 
counter-claim  in  this  action. 

The  language  is :  ^^  The  court  may  award,  in  its  discretion, 
to  any  party,  a  further  sum,  as  follows :  *  *  *  a  sum 
not  exceeding  five  per  centum  upon  the  sum  recovered  or 
claimed." 

The  words  employed  —  "  recovered  "  and  "  claimed  "  —  are 
equally  applicable  to  recoveries  by  the  plaintiff  and  by 
the  defendant,  and  so  of  claims  made  by  plaintiff  and  by 
defendant. 

Under  the  provisions  of  law  as  they  now  exist  (intended  to 
avoid  a  multiplicity  or  circuity  of  actions),  a  claim  by  the 
plaintiff  against  the  defendant  and  a  claim  by  the  defendant 
(called  a  counter-claim  to  characterize  it)  against  the  plaintiff, 
may  be  embraced  and  determined  in  one  action.  This  author- 
izes, and  may  produce,  in  favor  of  either  the  plaintiff  or 
defendant,  a  recovery. 

If  the  plaintiff  has  a  recovery  against  the  defendant,  it 
must  determine  these  facts  —  that  the  plaintiff  established  a 
daim  against  the  defendant  and  that  defendant  had  no 
counter-claim,  or  that  plaintiff's  claim  exceeded  the  defendant's 
counter-claim. 

If  the  defendant  has  a  recovery  against  the  plaintiff,  it 
establishes  these  facts  in  the  action,  that  the  defendant  had  a 
claim  against  the  plaintiff  and  that  plaintiff  had  no  claim 
against  the  defendant,  or  that  defendant's  counter-claim 
exceeded  plaintiff's  claim. 
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In  these  actions,  embracing  both  daimg  and  coonter-chiimSy 
the  plaintiff  is  defendant  as  well  as  plaintijS,  and  defendant  is 
plaintif!  as  well  as  defendant. 

The  two  words  "claim"  and  " recovery  "  embrace  every 
determination  in  actions  at  law. 

If  the  plaintiff  has  a  claim  against  the  defendant  and  the 
defendant  has  no  counter-claim,  the  plaintiff's  recoveiy  is  the 
measure  of  his  claim  on  which  to  base  his  allowance.  If  the 
plaintiff  fails  in  such  a  case  and  there  is  no  recovery,  then 
the  plaintiff's  claim  forms  the  basis  of  the  defendant's 
allowance. 

If  the  case  embrace  both  claims  and  counter-claims,  and  the 
daims  of  both  are  proved,  then  the  recovery  establishes 
amount  of  excess  of  the  claims  of  the  one  over  the  claims  of 
the  other,  and  forms  the  basis  of  the  allowance  to  be  made  to 
the  party  having  such  excess. 

An  allowance  in  such  a  case  upon  the  recovery  is  equivalent 
to  an  allowance  upon  the  plaintiff's  claim  and  an  allowance 
upon  the  defendant's  counter-claim.  The  recovery  represents 
the  difference  between  such  allowances.  The  scheme  thus 
far  is  in  effect  an  allowance  upon  the  claim  of  both  plaintiff 
and  defendant  established  or  defeated. 

Why  should  not  the  same  principle  be  applied  to  the 
remaining  class  of  cases  —  viz.,  the  class  where  the  plaintiff 
establishes  his  claim  and  defeats  the  defendant's  counter-claim } 
Manifestly  it  should  be  applied,  and,  if  applied,  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  an  allowance  upon  his  claim  which  was  estab- 
lished, and  also  upon  the  defendant's  claim  which  was 
defeated. 

The  rule  was  evidently  intended  to  reward  or  compensate 
the  party  who,  in  a  difScult  and  extraordinary  case,  established 
or  defeated  a  claim. 

I  think  the  case  of  Vilmer  agt.  SehoU  (61  iT.  F.,  571), 
while  its  facts  are  not  altogether  like  the  facts  in  this  case,  yet 
recognizes  the  rule  for  which  plaintiff  contends. 

That  watt  a  case  of  claim  and  counter-claim,  and  a  recovery 
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had  by  the  defendant  for  a  sum  larger  than  the  plaintiff's 
daim.  The  court  held  that  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff^a 
claim  was  not  the  baBiB  of  the  defendant's  allowance. 

My  conclusion  is  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an  extra 
allowance  of  five  per  cent,  based  upon  the  plaintiff's  recovery,^ 
$2,221.19,  and  upon  the  defendant's  counter-claim  of  $6,000^ 
aggregating  $8,221. 1 9.    Order  accordingly. 


SUPREME  COUET. 


William  Wabd,  appellant,  agt.  Makgabbt  Reynolds  et  al.y 

respondents. 

Partie9  in  interest --ioko  are^  Code  of  Prodedure,  section  111 —  Action  kif 

grantee  of  land  held  adversely. 

Where  an  action  is  brought  for  the  recovery  of  real  property  by  a  grantee 
in  the  name  of  the  grantor,  under  section  111  of  the  Code,  against 
parties  holding  and  claiming  title  adversely,  and  pending  the  action  the 
grantee  dies,  such  action  may  be  continued  with  leave  of  the  court  in 
the  name  of  the  decedent's  grantee  or  devisee,  and  for  his  or  her  benefit. 

JFtrst  Department,  General  Term,  October,  1881. 

Appeal  from  order  of  the  special  term  denying  motion  for 
leave  to  continue  the  above  entitled  action. 

Ladislas  Ka/rge,  for  plaintiff. 

Frederick  Smyth,  for  defendant. 

Davis,  P.  J.  —  This  action  was  brought  for  the  recovery 
of  real  property  by  and  on  behalf  of  one  Henry  Bretzfield 
in  the  name  of  William  Ward,  his  grantor,  against  the  re- 
spondents, who  were  in  possession  of  the  property,  claiming 
to  hold  the  same  adversely  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  a 
deed  thereof  from  William  Ward  to  said  Bretzfield,  and  is 
claimed  to  be  brought  in  conformity  to  the  provisions  of  seo- 
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tion  111  of  the  Code.  Upon  an  order  requiring  the  attorneys 
to  produce  their  authority  for  bringing  the  action,  the  facts 
were  presented  by  affidavit  to  the  court,  and  the  court  at  a 
special  term,  in  July,  1880,  held  the  authority  sufficient  and 
vacated  the  order.  Afterwards  Henry  Bretzfield  died  leaving 
a  last  will  and  testment,  whereby  he  devised  all  his  estate  to 
his  widow,  Mary  Bretzfield,  and  appointed  her  and  two  other 
persons  his  executrix  and  executors.  Mrs.  Bretzfield  as  devisee 
under  said  will  applied  for  leave  to  continue  the  action,  and 
her  motion  was  denied  by  the  special  term.  From  such  denial 
an  appeal  is  brought  The  appeal  is  brought  in  the  name  of 
William  Ward,  the  plaintiflE  on  the  record,  and  the  point  is 
made  that  it  is  not  brought  on  behalf  of  Mrs.  Bretzfield,  but 
in  the  name  of  a  party  who  is  not  injured  by  the  order.  This 
point,  we  think,  is  not  well  taken.  If  a  legal  right  existed  to 
bring  the  action  in  the  name  of  William  Ward,  he  is  to  be 
regarded,  for  the  purpose  of  proceedings  in  the  action,  as  a  • 
party  in  interest.  The  action  did  not  abate  by  the  death  of 
Henry  Bretzfield,  but  continued  to  exist  for  the  benefit  of  the 
party  who  succeeded  to  the  title  or  interest  held  by  the 
deceased.  The  deed  of  Ward,  as  between  himself  and  his 
grantees,  was  good,  and  conveyed  all  of  the  grantor's  right, 
title  and  interest  in  the  premises.  It  was  only  void  as  against 
parties  holding  and  claiming  title  adversely,  and  in  such  a 
case  an  action  to  recover  may  be  maintained  by  the  grantee 
in  the  name  of  the  grantor  {Code  of  Procedure^  sec.  Ill ; 
Hamilton  agt.  Wright^  37  N.  Z".,  502 ;  Lowher  agt.  jE^%, 
9  Bo8.^  502 ;  Haahrouck  agt.  Bunce,  62  N.  T.,  483).  The 
action  in  that  form  may,  doubtless,  be  continued,  with  leave 
of  the  court,  in  the  name  of  the  decedent's  grantee  or  devisee 
for  his  or  her  benefit.  The  motion  was,  therefore,  a  proper 
one,  and  ought  to  have  been  granted  by  the  court  below. 
The  order  should  be  reversed,  with  ten  dollars  costs,  besides 
disbursements,  and  an  order  entered  permitting  the  continu- 
ance of  the  action  by  the  appellant,  on  her  complying  with 
the  requirements  of  the  practice  in  such  cases. 
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SUPREME  COUET. 
JsFFBKSoif  New,  appellant,  agt.  Samuel  Aland,  respondent. 

Appeal — An  order  qf  county  court  ffranMng  motion  to  amend  anetoer  appeal- 
abie —  Order  perfniUing  defendamt  to  eerve  amended  answer  eetting  up  such 
dtfejieee  as  he  ehaU  be  advised,  <£e.  ^  is  erroneous — Code  of  Oivil  Procedure, 
section  721^, 

An  order  of  the  county  court  Ranting  a  motion  to  amend  an  answer  under 
section  728  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  affects  "  a  substantial  right," 
and  is  appealable  (See  Botoen  agt.  mdner,  12  W.  Dig,,  525). 

Upon  such  an  appeal  the  merits  will  be  considered. 

Where  an  order  permitted  a  defendant  to  serve  **  an  amended  answer, 
setting  up  such  defenses  as  he  shrU  be  advised,"  &c. : 

&id,  erroneous;  that  the  defendant  must  be  confined  to  his  proposed 
amended  answer. 

Fourth  Department^  Oeneral  Term^  October^  1881. 
Present  —  Smith,  P.  J.^  Hardin  and  D  wight,  J  J. 

AcmoN  upon  a  note  of  $392.70.  Appeal  from  an  order  of 
the  Oneida  connty  court,  which  by  its  terms  permitted  the 
defendant  to  serve  ^^  an  amended  answer  setting  up  such 
defenses  as  he  shall  be  advised  within  twenty  days  upon  the 
payment  to  plaintiff  of  the  sum  of  fifteen  dollars  costs." 

The  motion  of  defendant  in  the  county  court  was  based 
'upon  a  proposed  amended  answer  containing  the  defenses  of 
payment,  breach  of  contract  and  four  counter-claims  of 
$1,000  each. 

Oswald  Prentiss  Backus^  for  appellant,  argued  that  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  section  723,  authorized  the  court  to 
grant  the  motion  only  "  in  furtherance  of  justice."  That  the 
order  affected  a  substantial  right  and  was  appealable  {Qowdy 
agt.  PouUain,  2  Sun^  220 ;  53  If.  T".,  630 ;  47  How.y  364 ; 
69  JfT.  n,  313 ;  Sheldon  agt.  Adams,  41  Barb.y  64). 

8eco9id.  That  the  court  did  not  possess  the  power  to  grant 
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an  order  perniitting  a  defendant  to  serve  "an  amended 
answer  setting  up  such  defenses  as  he  shall  be  advised,"  &c. 

Third.  That  the  court  will  not  grant  an  amendment  where 
the  amended  pleading  cannot  be  sustained  (2  TiU  db  Shear- 
man's Pr.y  1044). 

fourth.  That  the  first  defense  contained  in  the  proposed 
amended  answer  for  breach  of  contract  is  insufficient  in  law,  as 
defendant  had  received  the  property  and  there  was  no  allega- 
tion that  it  was  worthless,  or  that  defendant  had  offered  to 
return  it,  or  that  he  had  suffered  any  damage  {Hopkma  agt. 
Zone,  2  Himy  38;  MoCormick  agt.  Swrson^  88  How,^  190; 
Eldridge  agt.  Mather,  2  N.  T.,  157). 

Fifth.  Three  counter-claims  or  causes  of  action  are  pleaded 
in  one  court.  They  should  have  been  separately  stated  and 
numbered  {Code  of  Civ,  Pro.y  sec.  507;  Bass  agt.  ComstocJcy 
88  N.  r.,  21). 

Sixth.  The  court  will  consider  the  merits  of  the  proposed 
amended  answer  {Morel  agt.  Garelly,  16  -4JJ.,  269;  GUes 
agt.  Austin,  38  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.,  249 ;  Smith  agt.  Bodine,  74 
IT.  F.,  35 ;  3  r.  cfe  (7.,  756). 

Johnson  <k  Presoott,  for  respondent,  contended  : 
First  That  the  court  will  not  review  the  discretion  of  the 
county  court  {Gould  agt.  Rumsey,  21  How,,  97;  McQueen 
agt.  Bahcoch,  13  Ahh.,  268;  SaUus  agt  Genin,  19  How., 
283 ;  St.  John  agt.  West,  3  Code  JR.,  85 ;  Ford  agt.  David, 
1  Bosw.,  570 ;  Tnwis  agt.  Borger,  24  B(Mrb.,  614  \\i  %d^ 
215;  4  Duer,  362;  6  Bo^.,  66;  id.,  154;  6  Barb.,  808; 
14  Hem.,  38 ;  85  Barb.,  298  ;  50  iei.,  95 ;  38  N.  T.,  206). 

Second.  The  proposed  amendment  being  proper,  the  court 
was  not  confined  thereto,  but  had  power  to  grant  a  general 
order  for  that  purpose. 

The  Court. — Hdd,  First.  That  the  order  is  appealable 
and  the  merits  will  be  reviewed. 

Second.  That  the  order  granted  was  erroneous  and  should 
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be  modified  so  that  the  only  right  which  the  defendant  shall 
hare  tbereundery  ehaU  be  the  right  to  serve  the  proposed 
amended  answer  set  ont  in  the  appeal  book,  and  as  so  modi- 
fied, affirmed,  with  ten  dollars  costs  and  disbursements,  to  be 
paid  bj  the  respondent. 


ALBANY  OYER  AND  TERMINER. 

Thb  People  agt.  Miohael  Cayanagh. 

Oriminal  law  —  Indictment  for  an  auavU  mOi  intent  to  do  MtSiy  hofrm  with 
a  sharps  dangerous  toeapon — LatM  of  IfS&i,  chapter  74 — what  conviction 
may  be  had — what  ie  a  sharps  dangerous  weapon,  within  meaning  of  stat- 
ute — que^ion  of  fact—Intoxicalion  no  d^ense  to  crime. 

Under  an  indictment  for  an  assault  with  intent  to  do  bodily  harm  with 

a  sharp,  dangerous  weapon  (chap.  74,  Laws  of  1854),  a  oonyiction  can  be 

had  of  an  assault,  but  not  assault  and  battery. 
What  is  a  sharp,  dangerous  weapon  within  the  meaning  of  that  statute, 

is  a  question  of  fact. 
The  weapon  used  must  be  sharp  as  well  as  dangerous,  and  if  not  a  knife, 

dirk  or  dagger,  it  must  be  similar  to  one  of  them,  that  is,  one  which 

will  inflict  a  similar  wound. 
Intoxication  is  no  defense  to  crime. 

October  Term^  1881. 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  an  assanlt  with  intent  to  do 
bodily  harm  to  one  Michael  Dnrand,  the  weapon  used  was 
alleged  to  be  a  horseshoa 

The  particulars  of  the  assault  are  stated  in  the  charge. 

The  prisoner  was  a  maa  about  forty  years  old;  in  infancy 
he  was  injured  in  the  head  by  a  horse  kicking  him,  a  depres- 
sion an  inch  long  and  half  an  inch  deep  existed  in  his  fore- 
head over  his  left  eye,  as  the  result  of  said  injury.  It  was 
claimed  that  his  mind  was  weak  and  when  he  drank  liquor  he 
became  wild  and  delirious,  and  that  this  was  his  condition 
when  he  assaulted  Duraud. 
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Ed/wa/rd  J.  Meegan^  for  prisoner. 

I.  The  prisoner  is  indicted  under  chapter  74  of  the  Laws  of 
1854,  which  pro\ddes  that  "  any  person  who,  with  intent  to  do 
bodily  harm  and  withoat  jostifiable  or  excusable  cause,  shall 
hereafter  commit  any  assault  upon  the  person  of  another  with 
any  hnife^  dirk,  dagger  or  other  sho/rp,  dangerous  toeapon/^  &c., 
&Q.  (a.)  The  construction  of  this  statute  limits  the  general 
words  "  or  other  sharp,  dangerous  weapon,"  to  a  weapon  simi- 
lar to  the  three  particularly  specified,  and  a  horseshoe  is  not 
such  a  weapon.  "  This  doctrine  is  in  part  the  foundation  of 
the  celebrated  rule  that,  where  particular  words  are  followed 
by  general  ones,  as  if  after  the  enumeration  of  several  classes 
of  persons  or  things  the  words  are  added  ^and  all  others,' 
these  general  words  are  restricted  in  meaning  to  objects  of 
the  like  kind  with  those  specified,  therefore  under  Stai.  29, 
Ca8.  2,  c.  7,  §  1,  providing  Hhst  no  tradesman,  artificer, 
workman,  laborer  or  other  person  whatsoever,  should 
exercise  his  ordinary  calling  on  the  Lord's  day,'  the  words 
*  other  person '  were  held  not  to  include  a  farmer,  who  is  not 
a  person  of  the  like  denomination  with  those  specifically  men- 
tioned, for  as  Batlet,  J.,  said,  if  all  persons  were  meant 
there  was  no  need  of  enumeration.  And  when  a  statute 
employed  the  words  ^  wherry,  lighter  or  other  craft,'  the  word 
'  craft '  was  held  not  to  include  a  steam  tug,  because,  although 
a  steam  tug  is  a  craft  yet  it  is  not  of  the  same  character  as  a 
wherry  or  a  lighter "  {Bishop  on  Stat  Grimes,  sec.  245 ;  see 
Sedg.  on  Stoat,  and  C.  Law  {Pomeroxfs  ed.'],  360  n).  (J.)  The 
court  of  appeals  in  construing  the  statute  which  exempted 
from  taxation  ^'  every  building  erected  for  the  use  of  a  col- 
lege, incorporated  academy  or  other  seminary  of  learning," 
&c.,  held  that  the  general  words  did  not  include  a  private 
boarding  school,  as  general  words  following  particular  words 
apply  only  to  things  efiisdem generis  {Chegary  agt.  ITie  Mayor ^ 
Ac.,  13  N.  T,,  220-9).  [c.)  The  following  cases  illustrate 
the  rulings  upon  the  statute  in  question  and  similar  ones : 
Foster  agt.  The  People  (50  N.  T.,  604),  the  case  of  the  car  hook 
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murderer,  AismisxwSy  J.,  says,  ^^And  the  act  relates  to  assaults 
only  and  with  an  instrnment  different  from  the  one  used  bj 
the  prisoner."  SlaUerly  agt.  The  People  (68  If.  T.,  356), 
a  policeman  had  been  convicted  for  assanlting  a  prisoner  with 
his  clab,  Chuboh,  Ch.  J.,  said,  '^  It  may  have  been,  and  proba- 
bly was,  assumed  that  the  facts  did  not  justify  a  conviction  for 
that  offense  on  account  of  the  character  of  the  instrument. 
PecpU  agt.  White  (55  Barh.y  606,  608,  611),  "clubs,  sticks, 
staves,  bricks  and  stones,  and  iron  bars,"  were  held  not  within 
the  statute.  People  agt.  HicJcey  (11  Sun^  631),  "An  iron 
stove  griddle  or  cover,  a  club  and  a  chair,"  held  not  within 
the  statute.  "  We  have  no  doubt,"  says  Lbabned,  J.,  "  that 
the  statutory  offense  must  be  an  assault  with  a  sharp  as  well  as 
with  a  dangerous  weapon."  FiZkine  agt  The  People  (69 
N.  Y.,  101),  the  handle  of  a  pitchfork,  the  tines  not  being 
used,  not  within  the  statute.  Com,  agt.  Hawhma  (11  JBitsL 
[ J^.],  603 ;  1  Hawle^B  Am.  Orvm.  Rep.^  65),  blacksmith's 
tongs  held  not  within  the  statute. 

n.  Under  the  indictment  the  defendant  cannot  be  con- 
victed of  assault  and  battery,  (a.)  The  statute  makes  an 
assault  with  a  certain  kind  of  a  weapon  a  crime.  The  term 
battery  is  not  used  in  the  statute.  As  throwing  some  light  on 
this  question,  attention  is  called,  that  in  the  statute  describing 
the  offense  of  an  assault  with  intent  to  kill,  both  words 
"  assault "  and  "  battery  "  are  used  (3  R.  S.  [6th  ed.],  996^  eeo. 
46).  {b.)  The  words  "  assault "  and  "  battery  "  each  have  a 
well  known  meaning  at  the  common  law,  and  in  construing  a 
statute  the  legislature  is  presumed  to  have  used  the  words 
according  to  such  meaning  (6  Bacon  Aha.j  383 ;  6  Modem, 
143 ;  1  JV.  Hampehwe,  555,  556 ;  4  Oilman,  205 ;  8  IredelZ, 
147).  (c.)  AlU  assault  is  defined  "an  attempt,  or  the 
unequivocal  appearance  of  an  attempt,  with  force  or  violence 
to  do  a  corporal  injury "  (1  Arch.  Or.  PL  and  Pr.,  907  n. 
[Pomeroy^e  ed.]  ;  2  JBiah.  Cr.  Lorn  [2e?  erf.],  %ec.  32).  "An 
assault  means  something  less  than  actual  contact "  {Bigdovfs 
Lead.   Cases  of  Torts,  230).    A  battery  is  defined :  "Any 
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nnlawfal  touching  of  the  person  of  another  "  (1  Ar(A.j  wpra, 
911  n, ;  1  Bish.^  sttpra,  uo.  62).  {d.)  If  the  legisktare 
intended  to  include  a  battery  in  the  ofienee  created,  it  wouM 
have  80  said  and  made  use  of  that  term  or  an  equivalent  one. 
Taung  agt.  People  (2  Week.  Jurist^  239,  240),  sustains  our 
view.  The  court  said  :  ^  But  it  is  manifest  that  the  misde- 
meanor described  in  the  statute  is  ^  an  assault  with  a  deadly 
weapon,  instrument  or  other  thing  with  an  intent  to  injQict 
upon  the  person  of  another  bodily  injury,  where  no  con- 
siderable proYOcation  appears,  or  where  the  circumstances  of 
the  assault  show  an  abandoned  or  malignant  heart'  {chap.  38, 
sec.  25),  may  be  complete  without  a  battery,  as  by  shooting  at 
but  missing  the  object  of  the  assault.  An  indictment  for  this 
offense  then  need  not  charge  a  battery.  In  this  case  it  does 
not  in  either  of  the  three  counts,  but  an  assanlt  only,  with  the 
circumstances  required  to  bring  it  within  the  statute,  an 
assault  being  a  different  offense  from  an  assault  and  battery 
{H.  S.  [1847],  c/uxp.  88,  sees.  20, 21 ;  Oocenter  agt.  7^  People^ 
4  Hcam.j  199),  and  not  necessarily  including  it,  an  indictment 
for  the  former  will  not  support  a  verdict  finding  the  latter  " 
(1  Crim.  L.  Mag.,  660). 

III.  An  assault  and  battery  having  been  shown,  there  can 
be  no  conviction  for  an  assault  because  the  battery  merges  the 
assault,  (a.)  Washbwm  {Crim.  Loajo,  27)  says :  "  The  one  (an 
assault)  is  an  attempt  or  offer  to  beat  another  without  touch- 
ing him,  the  other  (battery)  is  an  unlawful  beating  of  anoth^, 
and  the  least  touching  of  another's  person  willfully  or  in 
anger  is  a  battery."  Judge  Cooley  says :  "A  successful 
assault  becomes  a  battery  "  {Cooley  on  Torts,  162).  *'  So  9sa 
assault  and  battery  committed  at  the  same  time  is  considered 
but  as  one  defense,  and  may  be  so  charged,  yet  an  assault  not 
followed  by  a  battery  is  an  offense,  but  if  so  foUowed  the  assault 
is  merged  in  the  battery  "  {Com.  agt.  ^aton,  15  Pick.,  275). 

D.  Cody  Herriok,  district^attorney,  and  John  A.  Ddeha/nty, 
assistant,  for  the  people,  argued  that  what  was  a  sharp,  dan- 
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gerous  weapon  was  one  of  fact  to  be  submitted  to  the  jnrj, 
citing  I^daon  agt.  JTie  People  (23  Jf.  F.,  293 ;  S.  C,  6  Parky 
89).    They  combatted  the  other  questions  raised. 

After  the  arguments  the  prisoner's  counsel  requested  the 
court: 

1.  To  direct  the  jury  that,  it  appearing  from  the  evidence 
that  this  assault  was  committed  with  a  horseshoe  which  is 
produced,  an  ordinary  horseshoe  produced  here,  they  would 
not  be  authorized  to  find  the  defendant  guilty  under  the 
indictment  of  the  offense  charged  in  the  indictment.    Denied. 

2.  To  hold  that  under  the  statute  with  regard  to  assault 
with  intent  to  do  bodily  harm,  that  the  sharp  and  dangerous 
weapon  mentioned  in  the  statute  most  be  one  of  a  similar 
character  to  a  knife,  dirk  or  dagger. 

The  CoiTRT — I  will  hold  that  proposition. 

8.  To  instruct  the  jury  that  this  horseshoe  is  not  an  instru- 
ment similar  to  a  knife,  dirk,  dagger,  or  other  sharp,  dan- 
gerous weapon. 

Thk  Court — That  I  will  submit  to  the  jury  under  such 
instructions  as  I  think  proper. 

4.  To  hold  that  as  there  is  no  count  in  the  indictment  for 
assault  and  batteiy  upon  the  evidence,  there  can  be  no  convic- 
tion here  for  assault  and  battery. 

The  Court — I  hold  that  under  this  indictment  the  jury 
may  convict  of  the  lesser  offense,  an  assault,  if  they  find  the 
higher  offense  charged  is  not  maintained. 

5.  To  hold  that  as  a  battery  has  been  shown,  the  offense  of 
assault  is  merged  and  extinguished  in  the  battery,  and  there- 
fore there  can  be  no  conviction  tmder  this  indictment. 

The  Court  —  I  decline  to  hold  that  as  matter  of  law. 

DsFEKDAirr^s  Counsel  —  Does  the  court  hold  that  under  this 
indictment  the  prisoner  may  be  convicted  of  a  simple  assault } 

The  Court  —  I  hold  they  may  convict  of  it  if  the  evidence 
warrants  of  it,  an  assault  I  do  not  go  so  far  as  assault  and 
battery,  but  simply  an  assault. 
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OsBORN,  J.,  charged  the  jary  as  follows: 

Gentlemen  of  the  jury. —  In  1881,  in  Jane,  on  the  eigh- 
teec*!i  day,  Mr.  Durand,  who  was  living  in  this  city,  and  by 
occupation  a  tailor,  as  he  claims,  was  in  his  place  of  business 
and  attending  to  his  business,  and  in  that  business  was 
assisted  by  this  lady  who  has  been  put  upon  the  stand,  Miss 
Finn.  He  says  on  that  occasion  the  defendant  came  into 
the  room  by  a  back  door  without  any  notice,  came  in  in 
a  violent  way,  approached  the  place  where  he  was  at 
work  and  struck  him  a  blow  which  partly  felled  him,  and 
then  that  in  undertaking  to  defend  himself,  he  seized  this 
board  which  has  been  spoken  of,  when  the  defendant  grabbed 
this  horseshoe  which  has  been  produced  in  evidence  and 
struck  him  several  violent  blows  upon  the  head  and  about  dif- 
ferent parts  of  his  person. 

It  would  seem,  if  we  are  to  believe  the  testimony,  and  there 
IB  no  dispute  about  it,  that  Mr.  Durand  was  considerably 
injured  upon  that  occasion  at  the  hands  of  the  defendant 
He  remained  in  the  hospital  for  three  or  four  weeks,  and  his 
physician  is  here  who  testifies  that  there  were  a  large  number  of 
cuts  upon  his  person  that  he  discovered  in  attending  him,  so, 
perhaps,  you  will  have  no  trouble  in  arriving  at  the  conclu- 
sion that  there  was  considerable  degree  of  violence  employed 
by  the  defendant  on  that  occasion,  and  that  Mr.  Durand  was, 
to  a  considerable  extent,  injured  in  consequence  of  what  took 
place  there. 

If  this  were  a  simple  indictment  for  assault  and  battery, 
you  would,  perhaps,  have  little  trouble  in  arriving  at  a  con- 
clusion, but  the  grand  jury  have  seen  fit,  in  the  discharge  of 
their  duty,  to  indict  for  a  graver  offense  than  assault  and  bat- 
tery. They  have  indicted  this  man  for  an  assault  with  a  sharp, 
dangerous  weapon,  intending  to  do  bodily  harm,  and  the  first 
question  which  arises  here  is  whether  this  is  such  an  instru- 
ment as  is  fairly  embraced  within  the  moaning  of  this  section 
of  the  statute.  (The  court  read  the  statute.)  It  must  be  a 
knife,   it  must  be  a  dagger,  or  it  must  be  another  sharp 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  19S 

— 

The  People  agt.  Cayanagh. 

and  dangerous  weapon,  and  that  instrament,  I  am  bound 
to  charge  you,  as  I  have  been  requested  to  do,  if  not  a 
knife  or  dagger,  must  be  something  of  the  nature  of  these 
instruments.  We  all  know  what  a  knife  is,  that  it  is  a  sharp, 
dangerous  instrument.  We  all  understand  what  a  dagger  is,  and 
there  are  other  instruments  of  a  sharp,  dangerous  character,  and 
an  offense  committed  by  those  would  be  an  offense  by  this  statute 
as  well  as  if  committed  by  a  knife  or  dagger ;  but  it  must  be 
of  the  same  character,  that  is,  they  must  be  sharp  and  dan- 
gerous, that  is,  naturally  producing  the  same  or  similar  results 
as  those  produced  by  the  instruments  mentioned  in  this  statute. 

It  is  difficult  to  hold,  as  matter  of  law,  what  is  or  what  is 
not  a  sharp,  dangerous  instrument  in  the  meaning  of  this 
statute.  If  it  was  a  knife  there  would  be  no  difficulty  in  say- 
ing it  was  fairly  embraced  in  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  If 
it  was  a  dagger  there  would  be  no  difficulty  in  determining 
that  question,  and  if  it  was  a  sharp  instrument,  though  not  a 
knife  or  dagger,  an  instrument  like  a  hatchet  or  ax,  there 
would  be  no  trouble.  But  I  have  concluded  to  leave  it  as  a 
question  of  fact  for  you,  judging  from  this  testimony,  from 
the  manner  in  which  the  injury  was  inflicted,  and  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  physician  and  other  witnesses,  whether  this  is  or 
not  such  a  sharp  and  dangerous  instrument  as  is  embraced  in 
the  terms  of  this  statute.  If  so,  and  you  believe  the  injuries 
were  inflicted,  as  the  complainant  claims  and  this  lady  swears, 
without  excusable  or  justifiable  cause,  and  unless  the  defendant 
la  shielded  from  responsibility  for  another  reason,  to  which  I 
will  presently  call  your  attention,  then  the  offense  as  charged 
in  the  indictment  is  made  out. 

But  if  you  conclude  it  would  be  straining  the  evidence  to 
•hold  that,  although  the  horseshoe  has  inflicted  injuries  similar 
CO  those  which  could  be  inflicted  by  a  knife  or  dagger,  yet  if 
it  is  straining  a  point  to  say  this  is  an  instrument  fairly  within 
this  statute,  I  am  inclined  to  charge  you  that  if  you  shall 
conclude  that  this  greater  offense  as  charged  in  the  indictment 
is  not  proved,  that  you  cannot  and  will  not  convict  for  any 
Vou  LXII        26 
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other  or  greater  offense  nndei'  this  iQdi«tinent  than  an  assault 
simplj. 

The  proposition  is  a  donbtful  one  and  I  prefer  not  to  have 
it  in  the  case.  If  an  offense  has  been  committed,  and  is  sim- 
ply an  assault  within  the  meaning  of  the  law,  it  is  an  offense 
for  which  he  can  be  punished,  and  the  law  vindicated  and 
justice  maintained. 

You  are  to  determine  this  in  the  light  of  this  testimony, 
not  with  any  feeling  against  this  party,  but  with  the  simple 
desire  to  arrive  at  the  truth. 

It  is  impossible  for  the  court  to  charge  that  this  is  or  is  not 
a  sharp  or  dangerous  instrument  in  the  meaning  of  this  sec- 
tion, but  it  is  left  to  you.  But  it  is  urged  upon  the  part  of 
the  defense  that  this  man  should  be  acquitted  entirely ;  that 
on  that  occasion  he  was  not  in  such  a  state  of  mind  as  to  be 
responsible  for  his  act.  They  do  not  claim  he  is  insane,  but 
it  is  urged  that  upon  that  occasion  he  was  in  such  a  state  in 
consequence  of  injuries  he  had  received  earlier  in  life,  and 
having  partaken  of  liquor ;  that  he  did  not  know  what  he  was 
about ;  that  he  was  wild,  insane  and  in  no  manner  responsible 
for  the  acts  he  committed. 

It  is  for  you  to  say  whether  you  are  prepared  under  this 
evidence  to  say  that  a  man  shall  escape  from  an  act  so  serious 
in  its  consequences  as  this.  If  you  believe  the  injuries  were 
sustained  by  complainant,  it  will  be  for  you  to  say  whether 
you  will  establish  a  precedent  that  a  party  may  go  free  under 
such  a  plea  and  the  evidence  given.  If  you  believe  the 
offense  charged  in  the  indictment  has  been  proved,  that  this 
was  a  sharp  and  dangerous  instrument,  and  this  man  is  not  to 
be  shielded  from  responsibility  because  of  his  condition  as 
claimed,  then  you  find  him  guilty  as  charged  in  the  indictment* 

If  you  believe  this  was  not  a  sharp  and  dangerous  instru- 
ment, and  he  was  guilty  of  an  assault,  then  find  him  guilty 
of  an  assault. 

Prisoner's  counsel  asked  the  court  to  charge  that  if  the  jury 
have  a  reasonable  doubt  as  to  the  character  of  the  instrument, 
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afi  to  its  being  similar  to  a  knife  or  dagger  or  dirk,  they  are 
bound  to  hold  he  is  not  liable  under  the  statute. 

The  Coubt  —  Yes. 

Also,  that  the  instrument  must  be  sharp  as  well  as  dangerous. 

The  Cotjbt  —  Yes. 

Also,  and  similar  to  a  dirk  or  dagger  or  knife. 

The  Coubt —  Yes. 

Also,  that  the  element  in  this  crime  is  the  mental  one  of  the 
intent  to  do  bodily  harm. 

The  Coubt — Yes,  but  that  they  are  to  infer  though  in  the 
light  of  the  evidence  and  the  act  itself. 

Also,  that  if  the  prisoner  was  in  such  a  state  of  intoxication 
as  not  to  understand  the  nature  of  his  acts,  the  jury  have  tlie 
right  to  consider  that  fact  on  the  question  of  intent. 

The  Coubt — I  have  charged  that  if  this  prisoner,  when  he 
committed  the  act,  was  in  such  a  state  of  mind  as  not  to  know 
the  character  of  the  act  he  was  doing,  and  not  to  know  tlie 
difference  between  right  and  wrong,  then  he  would  not  be 
responsible  for  his-  act. 

Also,  that  the  battery  having  been  proven,  any  assault  is 
merged  into  the  battery,  and  there  can  be  no  conviction  for 
assault. 

The  Coubt  —  I  decline. 

The  district  attorney  asked  the  court  to  charge  that  the 
intoxication  is  no  defense. 

The  Coubt — No,  it  is  not. 

The  Disteict  Attobnet  —  By  similar  is  not  meant  similar 
in  shape. 

The  Coubt — No. 

The  Distbict  Attobney — But  one  which  will  inflict  a 
similar  wound. 

The  Coubt — Yes.  One  dangerous  in  its  character,  and 
one  that  will  produce  similar  injuries  to  those  of  a  knife  or 
dagger. 

Prisoner  was  convicted  of  a  simple  assault  with  a  recom- 
mendation to  the  mercy  of  the  court. 
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SUPREACE  COURT. 

Elizabeth  B.  V.  Smith,  executrix,  Ac,  of  Edward  Smith, 
deceased,  and  another,  agt.  Edwasd  Roberts  and  wife. 

Foredow/rt  of  mortgage  —  Pa/rUes — Prior  moHgctgeeB  —  Merger, 

On  June  15,  1865,  B.,  who  had  preyiouslj  given  a  mortgage  to  B.,  plain- 
tiff's testator,  for  $6,600  gave  him  another  mortgage  for  $3,000  upon 
the  same  premises,  and  on  the  same  day  conveyed  to  him  an  undivided 
one-fourth  part  of  the  premises  for  $8,600.  The  deed  recites  that  the 
whole  premises  are  covered  by  the  $6,600  mortgage  and  that  one  undi- 
vided half  part  is  subject  to  an  agreement  to  sell  to  8.,  dated  in  1868 
In  1867  B.  conveyed  to  8.  one  undivided  half  of  the  premises,  and  on 
the  same  day  the  $6,600  mortgage  was  canceled.  In  1874  B.  executed 
a  mortgage  to  defendant  for  $16,000,  covering  one  undivided  fourth  of 
the  premises.    In  this  action  to  foreclose  the  $3,000  mortgage: 

Held,  that  it  is  a  valid  lien  for  its  face  upon  the  undivided  one-fourth  part 
of  the  premises  which  remained  in  B.,  and  that  the  judgment  in  defend- 
ant's action  to  foreclose  his  mortgage  does  not  affect  the  plaintiffs'  lien 
in  this  action. 

Prior  mortgagees  are  not  necessary  parties  to  an  acMon  of  foreclosure,  but 
sometimes  they  are  proi>er  parties. 

Whether  an  inferior  security  is  merged  in  one  of  a  higher  character 
depends  upon  the  intentions  of  the  parties;  and  when  Justice  and  equity 
require  that  it  should  be  distinctly  kept  alive  it  will  not  be  regarded 
as  merged. 

Special  Term^  August^  1881. 
Redfidd  cfe  HUl^  far  plaintiff. 
Jacob  F,  Miller^  for  defendants. 

Van  Vorst,  J. — This  is  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage 
for  $3,000  made  by  one  Joseph  A.  Benjamin  to  Edward 
Smith,  dated  the  15th  day  of  June,  1865,  covering  three 
undivided  fourth  parts  of  certain  premises  owned  by  him. 

The  mortgagee  Smith  has  since  died,  and  this  action  of 
foreclosure  is  brought  by  the  plaintifb  as  executrix  and  execu* 
tor  under  his  will. 
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The  defendant  Boberts,  whose  mortgage  covers  an  undi- 
vided one-fourth  paii;  of  the  premises  and  who  is  a  second 
mortgagee,  interposes  as  a  first  defense  that  the  plaintiffs' 
mortgage  is  paid,  and,  second,  that  by  virtue  of  a  judgment 
in  an  action  brought  by  the  defendant  to  foreclose  his  mort- 
gage, to  which  action  the  first  mortgagee  was  made  a  party 
defendant,  the  premises  have  been  sold  and  were  purchased 
by  the  defendant,  and  that  the  same  are  now  held  by  him  free 
from  any  claim  or  lien  in  favor  of  the  holders  of  the  first 
mortgage.  That  such  result  foUows  from  the  allegations  in 
the  complaint  in  the  defendant's  action  of  foreclosure,  and 
the  judgment  in  pursuance  thereof.  A  short  statement  of  facts 
is  necessary  to  determine  the  value  and  sufficiency  of  these 
defenses.  The  mortgagor  Benjamin  owned  a  tract  of  land 
in  the  upper  part  of  the  city  of  New  York.  In  1863  he  mort- 
gaged the  entire  premises  to  the  above  named  Edward  Smith 
to  secure  the  sum  of  $6,500. 

On  the  15th  day  of  June,  1865,  he  executed  the  mortgage 
to  Smith,  herein  sought  to  be  foreclosed,  to  secure  the  payment 
of  his  bond  for  the  sum  of  $3,000,  payable  on  the  1st  day  of 
November,  1866,  with  interest  payable  semi-annually.  On 
the  same  day  Benjamin  and  wife  conveyed  to  Smith,  by  a 
deed  with  full  covenants,  one  undivided  fourth  part  of  the 
premises.  The  consideration  for  this  conveyance  expressed 
therein  is  $8,500,  which  is  stated  to  have  been  paid. 

In  this  deed  it  is  recited  that  the  whole  of  said  premises  are 
covered  by  the  mortgage  of  $6,500  to  Smith,  and  that  an 
undivided  half  thereof  was  subject  to  an  agreement  to  sell  the 
same  to  Smith,  dated  November  7,  1863.  The  mortgage  for 
$3,000  and  the  conveyance  of  an  undivided  one-fourth  part  of 
the  premises  to  Smith  were  both  recorded  on  the  15th  June, 
1865,  at  three  o'clock  p.  m.  In  1867  Benjamin  and  wife  con- 
veyed to  Smith,  by  warranty  deed  with  full  covenants,  an 
undivided  half  of  the  premises,  and  upon  the  same  day  the 
$6,500  mortgage  was  canceled  of  record. 

Thus  in  February,  1867,  Edward  Smith  owned  three  undi- 
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vided  fourth  parte  of  the  premises  and  also  held  a  mortgage 
for  $3,000,  which  by  its  terms  covered  tLree  undivided 
fourths.  In  May,  1874,  Benjamin  and  wife  executed  a  mort- 
gage to  the  defendant  Roberts  for  $15,000.  This  mortgage 
covered  one  undivided  fourth  of  the  premises,  which  was  the 
part  thereof  which  still  remained  in  Benjamin.  This  is  a 
sufficient  statement  of  the  conveyances  and  the  condition  of 
the  record  to  present  the  questions  raised  by  the  first  defense. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendants  urges  that  the  $3,000  mort- 
gage to  Smith  was  merged  and  extinguished  through  the 
conveyances  to  Smith  above  mentioned.  The  $3,000  mortgage 
covered  an  undivided  three-fourths  of  the  premises.  But,  as 
has  been  seen,  on  the  same  day  on  which  the  mortgage  was 
executed,  Benjamin  executed  and  delivered  to  Smith  a  con- 
veyance in  fee  of  one-fourth  of  the  whole  premises. 

It  does  not  appear  which  was  first  executed  and  delivered, 
the  deed  or  the  mortgage.  One  of  them,  however,  must  have 
been  prepared  and  executed  in  fact  before  the  other ;  and  the 
clear  inference  is  that  the  mortgage  was  made  in  point  of 
time  after  the  deed.  If  that  be  so  the  $3,000  mortgage 
would  not  in  equity  attach  to  the  one-fourth  that  day  sold  and 
conveyed  to  Smith.  And  there  is  a  strong  inference  in  that 
direction,  and  to  the  priority  of  the  deed  over  the  mortgage, 
from  the  silence  of  the  deed  with  respect  to  such  moFtgage  as 
either  made  or  about  to  be,  whilst  it  speaks  of  and  enumerates 
specifically  the  incumbrances  subject  to  which  the  conveyance 
was  made,  which  are  stated  to  be  the  $6,500  mortgage  cover- 
ing the  whole  premises  and  the  contract  covering  an  undivided 
half  part  thereof. 

From  this  it  would  follow  that  it  was  clearly  the  intention 
of  the  parties  that  the  $3,000  mortgage  should,  in  its  lien,  be 
limited  to  the  remaining  undivided  three-fourths  of  the  prem- 
ises* of  which  Smith  was  still  seized,  subject  to  the  specific 
incumbrance  and  lien  mentioned.  But  afterwards,  as  has 
been  seen,  Benjamin  conveyed  to  Smith  an  undivided  half  of 
the  whole  premises.     This  conveyance  satisfied  the  lien  of  the 
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contract  to  sell  and  the  $6,500  mortgage,  was  canceled, 
leaving  outstanding  the  $3,000  mortgage. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  to  show  that  this  latter 
mortgage,  in  whole  or  in  part,  famished  any  part  of  the  con- 
sideration for  that  conveyance.  Bat  by  the  receipt  of  that 
conveyance  the  mortgage,  in  so  far  as  that  undivided  half  was 
concerned,  was  merged  in  the  deeds,  and  the  remaining  right 
in  the  mortgagee  would  be  limited  to  the  undivided  one- 
fourth  part  still  remaining  in  Benjamin,  and  that  is  the 
precise  part  which  is  claimed  to  be  subject  to  the  $3,000 
mortgage  in  this  action.  The  possession  of  this  bond  and 
mortgage  by  the  plainti&  is  some  evidence  that  the  same  has 
not  been  in  fact  paid,  and  that  it  was  regarded  by  both  parties 
as  a  valid  and  subsisting  security,  at  all  times  after  the 
above  conveyances,  is  shown  by  the  fact  that  Benjamin 
during  several  years  thereafter  recognised  it  as  an  existing 
obligation  by  paying,  or  promising  to  pay,  the  interest  accru- 
ing thereon,  and  by  inventoiying  it  in  the  year  1876,  in  a 
schedule  annexed  to  his  petition  in  bankruptcy,  as  a  debt  at 
that  time  owing  by  him. 

Whether  an  inferior  security  is  merged  in  one  of  a  higher 
character  depends  upon  the  intentions  of  the  parties,  and 
when  equity  and  justice  requires  that  it  should  be  distinctly 
kept  alive  it  will  not  be  regarded  as  merged  {Franklyn  agt. 
Hayward^  61  How.  Pr.^  43).  Smith's  mortgage  is,  then,  a 
Talid  lien  for  its  face  with  interest  upon  the  undivided  ono- 
fourth  part  of  the  premises  which  remained  in  Benjamin. 
And  this  fact  can  be  no  surprise  to  the  subsequent  mortgagee 
as  Boberts  took  his  mortgage  on  this  one-quarter  with  the 
records  before  him,  which  showed  that  Smith's  prior  mort- 
gage was  still  outstanding,  and  in  law  and  equity  he  took 
subject  to  the  prior  legal  and  equital^le  rights  of  the  firat 
mortgagee.  Boberts  had  no  rights  to  be  affected  the  one 
way  or  the  other  by  the  conveyance  of  the  one  undivided  half 
of  the  premises  to  Smith  in  1867,  as  his  mortgage  was  not 
then  in  existence,  and  when  he  took  his  mortgage  in  1874  the 
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records  contained  a  notice  to  him  that  the  conveyance  of  1867 
was  made  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  made  in  1863,  and 
that  the  consideration  for  the  same  was  the  $6,500  mortgage, 
then  a  lien  upon  it,  and  which  was  in  fact  canceled  when  the 
conveyance  was  delivered.  And  although  as  to  that  one 
undivided  half  the  $3,000  mortgage  ceased  to  be  a  lien  for 
the  reason  that  the  title  thereto  had  become  vested  in  the 
mortgagee,  there  was  nothing  to  show  that  any  part  of  that 
mortgage  was  taken  into  consideration  in  the  consummation 
of  that  transaction.  It  must,  therefore,  follow  that  the  plain- 
tife'  lien  for  the  whole  of  their  mortgage  upon  the  one 
undivided  one-fourth  part  of  the  premises  is  unaffected  by 
the  transaction  above  stated,  and  that  Koberts'  lien  is  not  to 
be  preferred  in  equity  to  that  of  the  plaintiffs. 

This  disposes  of  the  first  defense  adversely  to  the  defend- 
ants, and  the  second  defense  must  share  the  same  fate.  The 
mortgagee  Smith  was  not  a  necessary  party  to  the  action  for 
the  foreclosure  of  Roberts'  mortgage.     Smith's  lien  was  prior. 

In  the  Emigromt  Industrial  Savings  Bank  agt.  Oold/man^ 
Chfeoh,  Ch.  J.,  says:  "The  rule  is  settled  that  the  only 
proper  parties  to  a  bill  of  foreclosure,  so  far  as  mere  legal 
rights  are  concerned,  are  the  mortgagor  and  mortgagee  and 
those  who  have  acquired  rights  under  them  subsequent  to  the 
mortgage^  and  those  parties  only  are  affected  by  the  judg- 
ment" (75  N,  r.,  127-131). 

Prior  mortgagees  are  sometimes  made  parties  for  the  pur- 
pose of  having  the  amount  of  their  incumbrances  liquidated, 
and  when  it  is  proposed  to  satisfy  all  liens  upon  the  mort- 
gaged premises  (5i9fo(wiJ  agt.  Holoamb^  2  Barh.^  20).  But  the 
foreclosure  suit  of  Eoberts  had  no  such  intention.  If  it  had 
any  purpose  at  all  with  respect  to  Smith's  mortgage  it  was  a 
hostile  one.  But  I  can  discover  no  distinct  reference  to 
Smith's  mortgage  in  that  suit.  The  most  that  is  claimed  by 
the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  that  regard  is 
expressed  in  the  words  usually  found  in  complaints  for  the 
foreclosure  of  mortgages,  that  the  defendant    Smith  "had, 
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or  claimed  to  have,  an  interest  in  or  Ben  upon  the  mortgaged 
premises,  or  some  part  thereof,  but  which  interest  or  lien,  if 
any,  had  accrued  subsequently  to  the  lien  of  the  said  (Eob- 
erts)  mortgage  and  was  subordinate  thereto."  If  Smith  had 
a  lien  subject  to  the  plainti£Es'  mortgage  it  was  cut  off  by  the 
judgment  of  foreclosure  and  sale.  But  under  such  general 
language  he  was  not  bound  to  appear  in  the  action  and  main- 
tain the  integrity  of  his  prior  mortgage,  which  was  not  in 
words  attacked,  and  the  amount  of  which,  even  if  established, 
it  was  not  proposed  to  have  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale.  The  lien  of  his  mortgage  and  its  priority  over 
Eoberts'  mortgage  is  not,  therefore,  affected  by  the  judgment 
in  that  case. 

Upon  the  whole  case  judgment  is  ordered  for  the  fore- 
closure of  the  plaintifib'  mortgage,  and  the  necessary  decree 
must  be  prepared  and  submitted  for  signature.  A  copy  of 
the  proposed  decree  must  be  served  on  the  other  side,  with 
ten  days'  notice  of  settlement. 
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County. 

Bands  issued  by  towns  for  railroad  purposes —  The  sul^ect  of  tovm  charges — 
Decisions  of  United  States  courts  affecting  state  courts —  VaUdity  of  bonds 
issued  by  the  town  of  Orleans —  Taacpayer  not  authorieed  to  stay  action  of 
the  ordinary  machinery  provided  for  the  ooQeetion  of  judgments  which  are 
dedared  by  statutes  to  be  town  charges. 

Some  years  ago  the  town  of  Orleans,  Jefferson  county,  issued  bonds  to 
the  amount  of  180,000  in  aid  of  the  Clayton  and  Theresa  railroad; 
$70,009  of  these  bonds  were  sold  to  Nathan  E.  Piatt,  of  Chicago. 
Since  1874  the  town  has  contested  payment  of  the  bonds  in  the  United 
States  courts,  the  case  at  one  time  being  carried  into  the  United  States 
supreme  court.  The  bonds  were  held  good,  and  in  accordance  with 
this  decision  the  board  of  supervisors  of  Jefferson  county  two  yearst 
Vol.  LXII  26 
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ago  levied  on  the  town  $10,000,  and  last  year  $18,000.  Five  Judgments, 
amounting  to  between  $17,000  and  $18,000,  were  to  be  provided  for  by 
the  board  this  year,  when  the  plaintiff  Lee,  a  taxpayer  in  the  town  of 
Orleans,  brought  suit  against  the  board,  and  a  temporary  injunction 
was  granted  restraining  the  board  from  levying  the  tax  or  from  adjourn- 
ing until  the  case  was  decided.  Nathan  £.  Piatt,  u]>on  affidavits  and 
upon  a  copy  of  the  record  of  the  United  States  supreme  court  judg- 
ments, wherein  Nathau  £.  Piatt  was  plaintiff  and  the  town  of  Orleans, 
Jefferson  county,  defendant  ex  parte,  applied  to  have  the  injunction 
order  dissolved,  which  application  resulted  in  the  order  to  show  cause, 
which,  in  effect,  asks  that  Piatt  be  made  a  party  defendant  herein 
instanter,  and  that  the  plaintiff  herein  be  required  to  amend  the  sum- 
mons and  complaint  by  inserting  the  name  of  said  Piatt  as  an  addi- 
tional party  defendant,  and  to  make  such  amendments  to  the  pleadings 
as  shall  be  necessary  to  effect  such  purpose,  and  why  the  injunction 
should  not  be  dissolved,  or  that  Piatt  have  such  order  or  relief  in  the 
premises  as  may  be  proper  : 

Hdd,  first.  That  as  the  defendant,  the  board  of  supervisors,  is  a  nominal 
party,  having  no  pecuniary  interest  in  the  question  for  the  determina- 
tion of  which  this  action  was  brought,  and  a  determination  of  the 
questions  raised  by  the  plaintiff  in  his  favor  would  be  prejudicial  to 
the  rights  and  interests  of  Nathan  £.  Piatt,  it  would,  in  effect,  stay  and 
defeat  the  collection  of  the  several  judgments  recovered  by  him  against 
the  town  of  Orleans  in  the  United  States  courts,  and  he  is  therefore  a 
necessary  and  proper  party,  and  should  be  brought  as  such  before  the 
court  before  the  trial  and  determination  of  the  question  raised  by  the 
complaint  and  papers  presented. 

HM,  second.  That  all  the  questions  in  the  case  having  been  decided  by  the 
United  States  circuit  court  and  the  United  States  supreme  court,  when 
tbe  entire  town  of  Orleans  was  a  party  to  the  suit,  Lee,  a  single  tax- 
payer, cannot  maintain  an  action. 

EM,  third.  That  the  judgments  of  the  United  States  court  conclusively 
establish  an  indebtedness  on  the  part  of  the  town  of  Orleans  to  Piatt, 
the  holder  of  the  bonds  and  coupons,  and  as  against  the  town  he  is 
entitled  to  issue  an  execution  and  satisfy  the  judgments  out  of  any 
property  belonging  to  the  defendant  in  those  actions,  and  as  against 
the  town  he  is  entitled  to  avail  himself  of  the  statutory  provisions 
enacted  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  collection  of  judgments 
rendered  against  the  town. 

HM,  fourth.  The  Revised  Statutes  (wl.  1,  page  S58,  Me.  8)  declares  in 
terms,  "judgments  recovered  against  a  town  shall  be  a  town  charge." 
The  judgments  recovered  by  Piatt,  by  virtue  of  that  provision  of  the 
statute,  are  declared  to  be  a  town  charge,  and  being  a  town  charge, 
they  fall  within  the  provisions  constituting  the  machinery  for  the  col- 
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lection  of  town  charges,  to  wi(  *  Assessment  and  levy  upon  the  taxable 
property  within  the  territory  of  the  township. 

Bdd,  fifth.  That  the  statute  of  1881,  known  as  an  act  for  the  protection  of 
taxpayers  {Laws  <f  1681,  ehap.  681),  does  not  apply  to  the  case  in  hand. 
It  was  passed  to  prevent  fraudulent  recoveries  of  Judgments  by  default 
or  by  collusion,  not  for  the  purpose  of  giving  every  taxpayer  within 
the  limits  of  the  town  the  right  to  litigate  afresh  questions  fairly,  fully 
and  honestly  presented  by  way  of  defense  and  solemnly  adjudicated 
adversely  to  the  town. 

MM,  tixth.  That  notwithstanding  the  act  of  1881,  the  judgments  recovered 
by  Piatt,  the  creditor,  against  the  town  of  Orleans  are  conclusive  upon 
the  town  of  Orleans,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  board  of  supervisors  of 
Jefferson  county  to  apply  the  provisions  of  the  law  relating  to  the  col- 
lection of  judgments,  and  to  place  upon  the  schedule  of  the  town  a  sum 
sufficient  to  pay  and  liquidate  the  judgments  so  recovered  by  Piatt,  the 
creditor. 

Special  Term^  November^  1881. 

Proof  of  service  upon  the  defendant  of  the  order  to  show 
cause  was  duly  made.  An  injunction  order,  upon  the  appli- 
cation of  the  plaintiff  ex  paHe^  was  granted  November  21, 
1881,  enjoining  '^  the  board  of  supervisors  from  taking  any 
proceedings  or  df>ing  any  act  or  thing  whatever  for  the  coUeo- 
tion  of  the  amount  due  upon  the  bonds  or  coupons  annexed, 
particularly  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  or  either  of  the 
judgments  mentioned  and  described  in  the  complaint  in  this 
action,  or  any  part  thereof,  of  the  taxpayers  of  the  said  town 
of  Orleans,  in  pursuance  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  or  the  pro- 
vision of  chapter  554  of  the  Laws  of  1880." 

Upon  the  28th  of  November,  1881,  Nathan  E.  Piatt,  upon 
the  affidavit  of  Francis  Eeman  and  Nicholajs  E.  Eeman,  and 
upon  a  copy  of  the  record  of  the  [Tnited  States  supreme  court 
judgments,  wherein  Nathan  E.  Piatt  was  plaintiff  and  the 
town  of  Orleans,  Jefferson  county,  defendant  ex  pwrie^  applied 
to  have  the  injunction  order  dissolved,  which  application 
resulted  in  the  order  to  show  cause  now  here  returnable. 

The  order  to  show  cause  in  effect  asks  that  Nathan  E.  Piatt 
be  made  a  party  defendant  herein  instanter,  and  that  the 
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plaintiff  herein  be  required  to  amend  the  summons  and  com- 
plaint herein  by  inserting  the  name  of  said  Piatt  as  an  addi- 
tional party  defendant  herein,  and  such  amendments  to  the 
pleadings  made  as  shall  be  necessary  to  efEect  such  purpose. 

Second.  Why  the  injunction  order  made  herein  November 
twenty-first  should  not  be  dissolved,  or  that  Piatt  have  such 
order  or  relief  in  the  premises  as  may  be  proper.  The  order 
to  show  cause,  with  the  papers  accompanying  it,  was  duly 
served  upon  the  plaintiff  and  upon  the  defendants. 

No  appearance  was  made  by  the  board  of  supervisors  on 
the  return  of  the  order  to  show  cause. 

Z.  J,  Darria/n,  appeared  for  plaintiff. 

Franois  Kemcm  and  IficJiolas  E.  Kemom^  for  Nathan  E. 
Piatt. 

Habdin,  J, —  Upon  the  hearing  had  upon  the  order  to  show 
cause  it  was  assented  to  by  the  respective  counsel  that  if  the 
conclusion  was  reached,  at  the  close  of  the  argument,  that 
Nathan  £.  Piatt  ^j^  a  proper  party  defendant,  and  that  his 
application  to  require  the  plaintiff  to  make  him  such  party 
ought  to  be  granted,  that  such  conclusion  and  determination 
might  be  certified  to  the  adjourned  special  term  to  be  held  at 
the  court-house  in  the  city  of  Utica,  on  Monday,  the  fifth  day 
of  December  next,  at  ten  o'clock,  and  that  thereupon  the  spe- 
cial term  might  and  should  allow  the  proper  order  for  such 
purpose,  with  the  same  force  and  effect  as  though  the  applica- 
tion for  that  purpose  had  been  originally  submitted  to  that 
court 

From  an  inspection  of  the  allegations  contained  in  the  com- 
plaint in  this  case  and  the  proofs  now  submitted,  it  is  apparent 
that  the  defendant,  the  board  of  supervisors,  is  a  nominal 
party,  having  no  pecuniary  interest  in  the  question  for  the 
determination  of  which  this  action  was  brought.  A  determ 
ination  of  the  questions  raised  by  the  plaintiff  in  his  favor 
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would  be  prejudicial  to  the  rights  and  interests  of  Nathan  E. 
Piatt.  It  would  in  efEect  stay  and  defeat  the  collection  of  the 
several  judgments  recovered  by  him  against  the  town  of 
Orleans  in  the  United  States  court.  He  is  therefore  a  neces- 
sary and  proper  party,  and  should  be  brought  as  such  before 
the  court  before  the  trial  and  determination  of  the  question 
raised  by  the  complaint  and  papers  here  presented.  There- 
fore the  plaintiffs  proceedings  should  be  stayed  until  a  proper 
order  is  entered,  amending  the  summons  and  complaint  by 
making  Nathan  E.  Flatt  a  party  defendant,  which  stay  of  the 
plaintiffs  proceedings,  however,  may  be  vacated  upon  service 
of  a  copy  of  the  order  of  the  special  term,  so  to  be  made,  and 
a  copy  of  the  amended  summons  and  complaint  upon  Francis 
£eman,  the  counsel  of  said  Piatt,  and  which  service  shall  be 
deemed  a  sufficient  service  of  said  amended  summons  and 
complaint  upon  said  Piatt.  Either  party,  upon  a  certified 
copy  of  the  foregoing  conclusion,  and  upon  the  original  papers 
used  upon  this  motion,  may  apply  at  said  special  term  for  the 
order  aforesaid. 

Proceedings  were  instituted  to  bond  the  town  of  Orleans, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  acts  chapter  907,  Laws  of  1869, 
and  chapter  925,  Laws  of  1871,  before  the  county  judge  of 
Jefferson  county.  Those  proceedings  resulted  in  an  adjudica- 
tion in  favor  of  the  proceedings,  and  in  the  appointment  of 
three  commissioners  to  issue  $80,000  in  bonds  and  deliver  the 
same  in  exchange  for  stock  of  the  Olayton  and  Theresa  Eail- 
road  Company.  Those  proceedings  were  brought  in  review 
before  the  general  term  of  this  department  and  affirmed. 
Subsequently  the  proceedings  had  before  the  county  judge 
were  reviewed  by  the  court  of  appeals,  in  1873,  and  that  court 
reversed  the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  and  of  the  ceunty 
judge  {People  agt.  Sa/wyer^  52  N.  7.,  296),  on  the  ground 
that  petitioners,  in  the  bonding  proceedings,  had  the  right  to 
withdraw  their  names  from  the  petition  "  at  any  time  prior  to 
the  final  submission  in  the  case  to  the  county  judge,"  and  that 
after  allowing  the  persons  to  withdraw  their  consents  there 
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did  not  remain  snfScient  consents,  representing  a  majority  of 
the  taxable  property  of  the  town  as  the  same  appeared  upon 
the  last  assessment  roll* 

The  commissioners  for  the  town  issned  bonds  in  behalf  of 
the  town,  pui-porting  to  bind  the  town  in  the  sum  of  $80,000. 

Nathan  E.  Piatt,  a  resident  of  the  city  of  Chicago,  in  the 
state  of  Illinois,  became  the  owner  of  $70,000  of  the  bonds  so 
issued.  Subsequently  he  commenced  an  action  to  recover 
upon  certain  coupons  attached  to  said  bonds,  in  the  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States.  A  verdict  was  directed  therein 
in  his  favor.  Subsequently  a  writ  of  error  was  allowed,  and 
npon  that  writ  of  error  a  judgment  was  pronounced  by  the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States  in  favor  of  Piatt,  at  the 
October  term,  in  1878  {See  Orleems  agt.  Platt^  99  U.  S,  Bep., 
676).  In  that  decision  it  was  held  that  the  bonds  were  like 
other  commercial  securities,  the  court  following  County  of 
Warren  agt.  Ma/rcy  (97  TJ,  S.  Hep.,  96),  The  same  doctrine 
is  found  in  100  United  States  Reports,  585.  Secondly.  That 
Piatt  was  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  bonds  so  issued,  and  that 
the  town  was  guilty  of  gross  laches  and  negligence  in  not 
having  obtained  a  "  preliminary  injunction,"  "  forbidding  the 
commissioners  to  issue  the  bonds,  and  the  railroad  company, 
if  it  received  them,  from  parting  with  them  until  the  case 
made  by  the  certiorari  was  finally  brought  to  a  close."  Third. 
That  the  bonds  in  the  hands  of  Piatt,  the  hona  fide  holder, 
were  free  from  objection  and  could  be  enforced,  and  that 
the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court,  establishing  the  bonds 
and  the  recovery  upon  the  coupons,  was  valid  and  should 
be  sustained  {See  opinion  of  Swaim,  e/.,  99  U.  S,  JRep.y  647). 
Such  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States 
is  conclusive  upon  the  town  of  Orleans.  It  is  conclusive 
upon  all  questions  actually  litigated,  or  which  might  have 
been  litigated,  upon  the  parties  to  the  action  and  their 
privies,  according  to  well  settled  principles  and  numerous 
adjudications  {Bellinger  agt.  Oraig,  81  Barh.j  534;  approved 
tn  Gates  agt.  Preston,  41  JT.  T.,  113 ;  7  WeeMy  Dig,,  316 ; 
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42  Barb.,  4tl]  see  oho  51  J!/'.  Z.,  644;  75  Jf.  Z.,  163;  77 
JT.  F.,  76 ;  3  Barbour's  CL,  348;  4  Clww.,  71).  Such  force 
and  effect  of  the  judgments  of  the  supreme  court  were  recog- 
nized by  the  legislature  of  this  state,  in  chapter  509  of  the 
Laws  of  1880,  entitled  ^^  An  act  to  authorize  certain  officers  of 
the  town  of  Orleans  to  issue  bonds  to  pay  indebtedness  of 
said  town."  The  title  of  the  act  clearly  recognizes  the  Piatt 
bonds  as  a  part  of  the  ^  indebtedness  of  such  town."  In  the 
first  section  of  that  act  it  is  recited  that  ^'  the  United  States 
courts  having  adjudged  that,  by  reason  of  their  having  been 
transferred  to  a  bona  Jide  holder,  said  bonds  are  a  valid  and 
legal  indebtedness  against  town  and  the  property  therein." 
And  also  ^  which  have  been  so  adjudged  a  legal  indebtedness 
against  said  town."  As  to  the  effect  to  be  given  to  such 
words  in  the  act  from  which  quotations  have  just  been  made, 
see  opinion  of  Hunt,  J.,  in  Little  Hock  agt.  National  Bamk 
(98  XT.  S.y  308).  Assuming  that  the  indebtedness  created 
against  the  town  by  the  issuance  of  the  bonds  of  the  town, 
and  the  selling  thereof  to  Piatt,  arose  when  he  became  a  bona 
fide  purchaser  thereof,  as  has  been  determined  by  the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  it  is  not  apparent  that 
snch  indebtedness  falls  within  the  condemnation  contained  in 
sections  10  and  11  of  article  8  of  the  constitution  of  the 
state  of  New  York.  Those  sections  were  added  to  the  con- 
stitution of  the  state  by  a  vote  of  the  people  in  November, 
1874,  and  by  section  1  article  16  of  the  constitution  it  did  not 
take  effect  until  the  first  day  of  January,  1875. 

The  commissioners  appointed  by  the  county  judge  sub- 
scribed for  stock  on  the  third  day  of  ^pril,  1872,  and  the 
next  day  issued  and  delivered  in  payment  160  bonds. 

In  the  case  of  Knapp  agt.  Ths  Town  of  Newton  (1  jETtm, 
268),  the  court  held,  viz. :  "  The  legislature  has  power  to 
require  the  town  to  pay  bonds  issued  for  a  local  improvement, 
though  the  statute  under  which  they  were  issued  is  unconsti- 
tntional."  The  case  in  hand  differs  from  Weisner  agt.  T7is 
Village  of  Douglass  (64  JV.  y.,  — \  as  no  indebtedness  had  been 
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created  before,  or  adjudicated  to  be  valid  against  the  corpora- 
tion before  the  passage  of  chapter  577  of  the  Laws  of  1868. 
Besides,  the  subscription  for  stock  in  a  manufacturing  corpora- 
tion in  that  case  was  held  to  be  for  a  private  and  not  a  public 
purpose.  This  case  also  differs  from  Thomas  agt.  City  of 
iiiohmond  (12  WaU,^  349),  where  the  contract  sought  to  be 
enforced  was  illegal. 

The  views  already  expressed  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
judgments  of  the  United  States  court  conclusively  establish 
an  indebtedness  on  the  part  of  the  town  of  Orleans  to  Piatt,  the 
holder  of  the  bonds  and  coupons  aforesaid,  and  that  as  against 
the  town  he  is  entitled  to  issue  an  execution  and  satisfy  the  judg- 
ments out  of  any  property  belonging  to  the  defendant  in  those 
actions,  and  that  as  against  the  town  he  is  entitled  to  avail  him- 
self of  the  statutory  provisions  enacted  for  the  purpose  of  facili- 
tating the  collection  of  judgments  rendered  against  the  town. 

It  may  not  be  importune  to  briefly  consider  the  legislation 
of  this  state  bearing  upon  the  subject  of  the  collection  of 
judgments  recovered  against  towns.  Eevised  Statutes  {vol.  1, 
page  558,  sec,  8)  declared,  viz. :  Judgments  recovered  against 
a  town,  or  against  town  officers,  in  actions  prosecuted  by  or 
against  them,  in  the  name  of  office,  shdU  he  a  town  charge, 
and  when  levied  and  collected  shall  be  paid  to  the  person  to 
whom  the  same  shall  have  been'  adjudged.  An  analogous 
provision  in  respect  to  judgments  recovered  against  counties 
is  found  in  section  6,  title  3,  part  1,  chapter  12  of  the  Eevised 
Statutes  (^ol.  1,  page  384). 

It  may  be  observed  in  passing  that  section  8  {guoted  suprd) 
declares  in  terms  ^^  judgments  recovered  against  a  town  shall 
be  a  town  charge."  Applying  that  declaration  to  the  case  in 
hand,  the  judgments  recovered  by  Piatt,  by  virtue  of  that 
provision  of  the  statute,  are  declared  to  be  a  town  charge. 
Being  a  town  charge,  do  they  not  fall  within  the  provisions 
constituting  the  machinery  for  the  collection  of  town  charges, 
to  wit :  Assessment  and  levy  upon  the  taxable  property 
within  the  territory  of  the  township. 
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Bj  chapter  554  of  the  Laws  of  1880^  the  legislature  made 
further  provision  '^to  facilitate  the  collection  of  judgments 
against  counties,'  towns,  cities  and  villages."  Section  1  of 
that  chapter  provides,  viz. :  ^^  If  a  final  judgment  for  a  sum 
of  money,  or  directing  the  payment  of  money,  shall  have 
been  or  shall  hereafter  be  recovered  against  any  county,  town, 
city  or  incorporated  village  within  this  state,  and  the  same 
remains,  or  shall  hereafter  remain,  unpaid,,  and  the  execution 
thereof  is  not  or  shall  not  be  stayed,  as  reqxiired  by  law 
*  *  *  the  said  board  of  supervisors  *  *  *  is  hereby 
empowered  to  assess,  levy  and  cause  to  be  collected,  at  the 
same  time  and  in  like  manner  as  other  moneys  for  the 
necessary  expenses  of  the  county,  tow%  city  or  vilbge, 
as  the  case  may  be,  are  then  next  thereafter  to  be  assessed, 
levied  and  collected,  and  in  addition  to  the  moneys  now 
authorized  by  law  to  be  assessed,  levied  or  collected  for  that 
purpose,  a  sum  of  money  sufficient  to  pay  the  said  judgments, 
with  the  interest  thereupon,  and  fees  and  expenses  chargeable 
by  law  upon  execution  if  any  issued  to  collect  the  same." 
Section  2  of  that  act  provides  that  "  no  restriction  or  limita- 
tion imposed  by  law  as  to  the  sum  to  be  raised  in  any  year  in 
any  city  or  village  shall  apply  to  the  moneys  to  be  raised  for 
the  purpose  specified  in  the  last  preceding  section ;  but  the 
said  moneys  shall  be  raised  in  addition  to  any  s^im  so  restricted 
or  limited.  The  language  of  the  first  section  of  the  act  is 
mandatory.  It  is  very  like  the  language  found  in  the  act 
brought  under  consideration  in  the  case  of  The  People  agt. 
The  Boa/rd  of  S'wpermaors  of  HerkiTrher  County  (56  Ba/rh,^ 
452),  which  case  was  subsequently  affirmed  by  the  general  term 
of  the  fifth  district,  and  the  case,  and  the  doctrine  thereof 
approved  in  People  agt.  Board  of  Superviaora  of  Otsego 
County  (51  N.  7.,  401).  These  provisions  of  law  seem  to  be 
ample  to  enable  a  ju(]^gment-creditor  to  collect  the  amounts 
due  and  unpaid  on  the  several  judgments  obtained  by  him. 
It  will  be  observed  that  in  the  statutes  just  quoted  no  dis- 
crimination is  made  against  judgments  of  the  United  States 
Vol.  XLH        21 
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courts.  It  muflt  be  assximed,  therefore,  that  they  fall  within 
the  general  provisions  of  the  statute  referred  to.  These  pro- 
visions of  law  seem  to  answer  the  requirements  of  the  rule 
laid  down  by  the  United  States  supreme  court  in  Merri- 
weather  agt.  Oa/rrett  (102  U.  S.  Rep.,  472).  "  It  was  there 
held :  First.  The  private  property  of  individuals  within  the 
limits  of  the  territory  of  tlie  city  cannot  be  subjected  to  the 
payment  of  the  debts  of  the  city,  except  through  taxation. 
Second.  The  power  of  taxation  is  legislative,  and  cannot  be 
exercised  otherwise  than  under  the  authority  of  the  legisla- 
ture. Chief  justice  Watte  says  in  that  case,  that  "  tax  can 
only  be  collected  under  authority  from  the  legislature ;  that  if 
no  authority  exists,  the  remedy  is  by  appeal  to  the  legislature, 
which  alone  can  grant  the  relief." 

But,  as  before  observed,  apparently  the  power  of  the  legis- 
lature has  been  exercised  and  has  authorized  the  collection 
and  payment  of  all  town  charges,  and,  inasmuch  as  the  judg- 
ments have  ripened  into  town  charges,  it  would  seem  that  the 
ordinary  machinery  for  their  enforcement  was  ample  under 
the  provisions  of  law  already  adverted  to.  But  here  in  the 
argument  of  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  in  behalf  of 
a  taxpayer  of  the  town  of  Orleans,  it  is  insisted,  first,  that  a 
town  is  not  a  corporation  ;  secondly,  that  although  the  town 
may  be  concluded  by  the  judgments  obtained  against  it,  that 
the  judgments  are  conclusive  upon  the  taxpayer,  and  that  be 
may  litigate  the  validity  of  the  judgments  and  incidentally 
his  liability  to  contribute  his  proportionate  share  as  a  taxpayer 
of  the  town  towards  the  payment  thereof. 

The  views  already  expressed  render  it  unnecessary  to  con- 
sider m  extenso  the  argument  that  a  town  is  not  a  corporation. 
It  may  be  observed  in  respect  thereto,  however : 

First.  That  chapter  907  of  the  Laws  of  1869  declares,  in 
section  1,  viz. :  The  words  "municipal  corporation,  when  used 
in  this  act,  are  to  be  construed  to  mean  any  city,  town  or 
incorporated  village  in  this  state." 

Second.  In  chapter  11,  title  1,  part  1,  article  1  of  the 
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Revised  Statutes  (vol.  1,  page  337)  it  is  enacted,  viz. :  Section 
1.  "  Each  town,  as  a  ho^y  corporatBy  has  capacity."  Subdivi- 
sion. "  To  sue  and  be  sued  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the 
laws  of  the  state."  *  *  *  Section  2.  "  No  town  shall 
possess  or  exercise  any  corporate  powers  except  such  as  are 
enumerated  in  this  chapter,  or  shall  be  specially  given  by  law 
or  shall  be  necessary  to  the  exercise  of  the  powers  so  enumerated 
or  given."  Section  3.  "All  acts  or  proceedings  by  or  against 
a  town  in  its  corporate  oapaoity,  shall  be  in  the  name  of  such 
town." 

Third,  The  right  of  a  taxpayer  to  interfere  with  the  ordi- 
nary machinery  for  levying  and  collecting  taxes,  in  the  absence 
of  fraud  and  in  the  absence  of  legislation  specially  authorizing 
it,  has  been  doubted  in  numerous  cases  and  denied  {Cummins 
agt.  Supervisors  of  Jefferson  Cov/mtyy  63  Barh.,  294,  affirmed 
in  the  court  of  appeals^  F^xruary  1, 1876). 

But  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  plants  the  right  to 
maintain  this  action  upon  chapter  531  of  the  Laws  of  1881, 
known  as  an  act  for  the  protection  of  taxpayers,  and  that 
chapter  must  be  considered  in  determining  the  right  of  the 
plaintiff  to  enjoin  the  board  of  supervisors.  Does  the  act 
authorize  the  taxpayers  of  the  town  of  Orleans  to  stay  the 
action  of  the  ordinary  machinery  provided  for  the  collection  of 
judgment  which,  as  has  been  seen,  are  declared  by  statute  to  be 
town  charges  ?  That  act  of  1881  introduces  several  new  provi- 
sions, and  confers  some  new  remedies  for  the  protection  of  tax- 
payer. It  provides  that  "  all  ofiScers,  agents,  commissioners 
and  other  persons  acting  for  and  in  behalf  of  any  county, 
town,  village  or  municipal  corporation  of  this  state  may  be 
prosecuted,  and  an  action  or  actions  may  be  maintained 
against  them  to  prevent  any  illegal  official  act  on  the  part  of 
such  officers,  agents  or  other  persons,  or  to  prevent  waste  or 
injury  to  any  property,  funds  or  estate  of  such  county,  town, 
village  or  municipal  corporation,  by  any  person  whose  assess- 
ments, &c.,  *  *  *  shall  amotmt  to  $1,000,  and  who  shall 
be  liable  to  pay  taxes  on  such  assessments  in  the  town,  county. 
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village  or  municipal  corporation  to  prevent  waste  or  injury  to 
whose  property  the  action  is  brought,  or  who  has  been 
assessed  or  paid  taxes  therein  upon  an  assessment  or  assess- 
ments of  the  above-named  amount  within  one  year  previous 
to  the  commencement  of  any  such  action  or  actions. 

If  provisions  of  the  law,  to  which  reference  has  been  made, 
are  applicable  to  judgments  recovered  against  a  town,  it  cannot 
be  said  that  the  boai^  of  snpervisors  by  complying  with  the 
provisions  of  the  law  in  respect  to  levying  taxes  upon  the  town 
of  Orleans  to  pay  the  judgments  referred  to  are  engaged  in 
"  any  illegal  official  act."  Certainly  whatever  is  authorized 
by  the  statutes  in  respect  to  the  collection  of  the  judgments,  to 
be  done  by  the  board  of  supervisors,  can  in  no  sense  be 
denominated  an  ^411egal  official  act"  on  the  part  of  the  board 
of  supervisors  of  Jefferson  county ;  and  if  the  provisions  of 
law  authorize  taxation  to  pay  the  judgment  which  are  town 
charges,  then  it  cannot  be  said  that  "waste  or  injury"  of  the 
property  of  the  taxpayer  is  to  take  place  by  the  application  of 
the  governmental  machinery  for  taxation. 

Waste,  as  ordinarily  understood,  implies  wrongful  taking 
of  property  without  right,  without  sanction  of  law,  in  viola- 
tion of  right  or  of  liens  thereon.  But  these  words  "  waste  and 
injury  "  seem  to  find  a  definition  in  the  further  provisions  of 
the  act.  It  is  declared,  viz. :  "  In  case  the  waste  or  injury  com- 
plained of  consists  in  any  board,  officer  or  agent  of  any  county, 
town,  village,  municipal  corporation,  by  collusion  or  otherwise 
contracting,  auditing,  allowing  or  paying  or  conniving  at  the 
contract,  audit,  allowance  or  payment  of  any  fraudulent,  ille- 
gal, unjust  or  inequitable  claims,  demands  or  expenses,  or  any 
item  or  part  thereof,  against  or  by  such  county,  town,  village 
or  municipal  corporation  by  permitting  a  judgment  or  judg- 
ments to  be  recovered  against  such  county,  town,  village  or 
municipal  corporation,  or  against  himself  in  his  official 
capacity,  either  by  default  or  without  the  interposition  and 
proper  presentation  of  any  existing  legal  or  equitable  defenses, 
the  court  may,  in  its  discretion,  prohibit  the  payment  or  col- 
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lection  of  any  snch  claims,  demands,  expenses  or  ludfrnients, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  or  may  enforce  the  ^Ltitntion  thVeof  if 
heretofore  or  hereafter  paid  or  collected  by  the  person  or 
party  heretofore  or  hereafter  receiving  the  same." 

Certainly  the  board  of  supervisors  are  not  about  to  engage 
in  any  collnsion,  or  in  the  contracting  of  a  debt,  or  in  tiie 
auditing  of  a  debt,  or  in  the  allowing  or  paying  or  conniving 
at  the  contracting,  or  audit,  or  allowance  or  payment  of  any 
fraudulent,  illegal,  unjust  or  inequitable  claims,  demands  or 
expenses  as  against  the  town  of  Orleans. 

A  recovery  of  judgments  in  a  court  of  competent  jurisdic- 
tion after  a  full  and  protracted  litigation  establishes  a  legal 
indebtedness,  and  it  is  therefore  difficult  to  see  how  the  pro- 
visions of  the  law  just  quoted  can  have  any  application  to 
such  a  case,  such  a  debt,  such  a  demand.  Certainly  there  lias 
been  no  collusion  between  the  creditors  and  the  board  of 
supervisors,  or  between  the  board  of  supervisors  and  any 
other  person,  or  between  the  town  and  the  creditor,  or 
between  the  town  and  any  other  person.  Nor  has  there  been 
any  recovery  by  default  or  without  the  interposition  and 
proper  presentation  of  any  existing  legal  or  equitable  defense. 
The  town  has  had  its  day  in  court.  It  has  presented  its 
defense,  and  by  the  highest  tribunal  that  defense  has  been 
condemned.  Certainly  there  is  no  power  in  this  court  to 
interfere  with  the  force  of  the  judgment  of  the  United  States 
court. 

The  statute  from  which  we  have  quoted  seems  to  contem- 
plate that  relief  may  be  afforded,  at  the  instance  of  taxpayers, 
by  setting  aside  or  opening  a  judgment,  where  there  has 
been  collusion  in  suffering  a  judgment  by  default,  without 
the  presentation  of  all  legal  or  equitable  defenses,  and  to  pro- 
vide that  when  such  judgment  is  brought  to  the  attention  of 
the  court,  at  the  instance  of  a  taxpayer,  "  the  court  may,  in 
its  discretion,  vacate,  set  aside  and  open  said  judgment." 
The  further  provisions  of  the  statute  seem  to  provide,  how- 
ever, in  such  a  case,  as  where  leave  is  given  to  defend,  the 
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defense  is  to  be  for  the  defendant  in  the  action  wherein 
the  alleged  collusive,  f raadnlent  or  illegal  judgment  has  been 
obtained  by  reason  of  the  omission  to  "  interpose  and  enforce 
any  existing  legal  or  equitable  defense  therein."  And  the 
statute  seems  to  contemplate  that  the  defense  may  be  inter- 
posed in  the  name  and  behalf  of  the  defendant  "  under  the 
direction  of  such  person  as  the  court  may  in  its  judgment  or 
order  designate  and  appoint." 

Manifestly  whenever  such  a  defense  is  allowed  to  be 
interposed  it  must  be  in  the  name  and  in  behalf  of  the 
defendant  in  the  action.  Of  what  use  would  be  leave  to 
interpose  a  legal  and  equitable  defense  in  the  actions  that 
have  already  ripened  into  judgments  even  if  the  court  pos- 
sessed power  to  interfere  with  the  judgments  of  the  United 
States  courts  ?  Ko  legal  or  equitable  defense  is  here  sug- 
gested in  behalf  of  this  taxpayer  which  has  not  already 
apparently  been  presented,  fully  considered  and  deliberately 
repudiated  by  the  judgments  of  courts  of  competent  jurisdic- 
tion. The  determination  upon  matters  now  sought  to  be 
interposed  in  behalf  of  the  taxpayer  in  the  name  of  the 
defendant,  the  town  of  Orleans,  we  must  presume  would  be 
the  same  as  now  remains  in  the  judgment  which  has  been 
pronounced. 

But  a  more  complete  answer  to  the  position  taken  by  the 
learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  under  the  statute  of  1881 
is  that  the  statute  does  not  apply  to  the  case  in  hand.  It  was 
passed  to  prevent  fraudulent  recoveries  of  judgments  by 
default  or  by  collusion,  not  for  the  purpose  of  giving  every 
taxpayer  within  the  limits  of  the  town  the  right  to  litigate 
afresh  questions  fairly,  fully,  honestly  presented  by  way  of 
defense,  and  solemnly  adjudicated  adversely  to  the  town. 

Notwithstanding  the  act  of  1881  the  judgments  recovered 
by  Piatt,  the  creditor,  against  the  town  of  Orleans  must  be 
held  conclusive  (there  being  no  fraud  or  collusion  in  respect 
thereof  alleged)  upon  the  town  of  Orleans,  and  that  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  board  of  supervisors  of  Jefferson  county  to  apply 
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the  provieions  of  the  law  hereinbefore  referred  to  relating  to 
the  collection  of  judgments,  and  to  place  upon  the  schedule 
of  the  town  a  sum  sufficient  to  pay  and  liquidate  the  judg- 
ments so  recovered  by  Piatt,  the  creditor. 

These  views  lead  to  a  dissolution  of  the  injunction  so  far  as 
it  restrains  the  board  of  eupervisore  from  taking  the  proper 
steps  to  levy  and  collect  the  necessary  taxes  upon  the  town  of 
Orleans  for  the  payment  of  the  judgments  so  held  by  Piatt. 

The  injunction  will,  therefore,  be  modified  in  accordance 
with  the  views  herein  expressed. 

Inasmuch  as  the  question  arising  here  under  the  provisions 
of  chapter  631  of  the  Laws  of  1881  are  new,  costs  are  not 
awarded  to  either  party. 

After  proof  of  the  service  of  a  copy  of  this  opinion  either 
party  may  have  an  order  settled  before  me  upon  one  day's 
notice. 


K  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Assignment  of  John  A.  Swezst  and 

Joseph  Dabt,  &c. 

AuifffunentB — Trcul&mckrk — BxaminaHon  of  pwrt/y  under  general  cusign- 
meat  act  ef  1877 —  Trade-ma/rk  caaes  dietinguiehed—  Trade-marks,  iohen 
aesignabte — When  lettable — Statute  of  exemption  from  attachment. 

Where  the  property  of  a  copartnersip  is  assigned  under  the  general  assign- 
ment act,  by  one  member  of  the  Arm,  and  he  also  assigns  in  the  same 
instniment  his  individual  property  not  exempt  under  attachment: 

BM,  "  The  statute  of  exemption  does  not  expressly  exempt  a  trade^ 
mark/'  and  therefore  the  clause  in  the  assignment  is  not  available  to 
prevent  the  examination  of  such  assignor  under  section  21  of  the  gen- 
eral assignment  act  of  1877. 

Where  "  the  assignment  does  not  except  property  which  is  not  subject  to 
levy,  but  property  which  the  exemption  act  declares  to  be  exempt: " 

Held,  the  examination  should  be  allowed  as  if  no  exception  were  con- 
tained in  the  assignment. 

Where,  after  such  general  assignment  an  application  is  made  by  creditors 
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of  the  assignor  "  to  ascertain  whether  or  not  certain  property  called  a 

trade-mark  belongs  to  the  assigned  estate: " 
Hdd,  "That  can  only  be  determined  by  learning  the  facts  which  give 

the  trade-mark  its  value." 
Held,  also,  that  in  such  case  it  is  proper  that  the  order  allowing  such 

examination  should  "  explicitly  state  what  shall  be  the  subject  and  the 

extent  of  the  examination. '' 
The  present  application  distinguished  from  the  Burtnett  ecm  (8  Daly,  868) 
!  in  this,  that  "there  the  avowed  object  of  the  examination  was  not  to 

aid  the  assignee  in  the  administration  of  his  trust,  save  in  the  way  of 

obtaining  testimony  to  be  used  in  such  actions  as  he  might  afterwards 

bring; "  while  "here  it  is  not  shown  that  the  testimony  is  sought  for 

use  in  any  action  hereafter  to  be  brought." 
The  sub-rule  of  rule  73  {Moctk^s  UnderhUffs  Priruiiplei  of  Tbrts,  p,  632)  and 

the  rule  laid  down  in  IRdd  agt.  Johnson  (9  Beporter,  729)  cited  and 

approved. 

Special  Terrriy  DecmJber^  1881. 

I.  Motion  by  assignor  Dart  to  set  aside  an  order  previously 
obtained  for  his  own  examination  on  the  grounds  that  the 
court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  grant  the  order ;  that  it  was  made 
and  is  returnable  before  judge  Joseph  F.  Daly,  and  could 
not  be  heard  before  any  other  judge ;  that  the  examination 
concerned  a  trade-mark  not  embraced  but  excepted  by  the 
assignment;  that  the  proposed  examination  was  not  limited 
and  not  in  aid  of  the  assignee. 

Motion  denied. 

II.  Motion  for  a  stay  of  proceedings,  with  a  view  of  appeal- 
ing from  the  denial  of  motion  to  set  aside  order  for  examina- 
tion of  assignee  Dart. 

The  general  assignment  of  Swezey  &  Dart,  copartners,  pre- 
ferred Buckingham  &  Paulson,  copartners,  among  their  credit- 
ors. The  assignment  was  executed  by  Joseph  Dart  alone ; 
and  besides  assigning  the  property  of  his  firm,  also  assigned 
such  individual  property  as  might  not  be  exempt  from  attach- 
ment belonging  to  himself.  A  certain  trade-mark,  "Peer- 
less," used  on  carpet  warps  is  claimed  by  the  moving  creditors 
as  belonging  among  the  assets  of  Swezey  &  Dart.     The  peti- 
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tion  sets  forth  that  thrs  trade-mark  had  heretofore  been  adju- 
dicated by  the  supreme  court  at  Bpecial  trial  term,  in  a  suit  by 
one  Holbrook  and  others  against  Swezey  &  Dart,  to  be  the  prop- 
erty of  the  defendants  in  that  suit,  namely,  Swezey  &  Dart. 
The  assignor  Dart,  by  an  order  of  judge  Joseph  F.  Daly, 
dated  November  15,  1881,  was  directed  to  appear  at  the 
chambers  of  this  court  and  be  examined  respecting  this  trade- 
mark in  the  interest  of  all  the  creditors,  in  order  to  deteripine 
what  if  any  interest  Swezey  &  Dart  had  in  it,  and  what  if 
any  interest  their  assignee  under  their  general  assignment  has 
in  it.  It  also  appearing  in  the  petition  of  Buckingham  & 
Paulson  that  Dart  had  taken  possession  of  the  trade-mark 
and  formed  a  corporation  for  its  use  with  himself,  E.  K.  Jones 
and  one  Beynolds,  as  directors.  This  order  for  Dart's  exam- 
ination he  moves  to  set  aside  and  vacate.  On  the  denial  of 
that  motion  he  further  moves  for  a  stay  under  that  denial  in 
view  of  an  appeal  from  such  denial.  It  appeared  by  adjourn- 
ments, and  also  affidavit,  that  witness  Dart  had  appeared  on 
the  return  of  the  order  for  his  examination,  was  sworn,  and 
requested  and  obtained  an  adjournment  of  the  examination ; 
and  that  his  attorney  had  subsequently  applied  to  judge  Beach 
for  leave  to  move  to  set  aside  the  said  order,  which  applica- 
tion had  been  denied  by  the  latter  judge. 

£.  K.  Jones^  attorney  for  Dart,  assignor,  with  whom  was 
Bobert  S.  Green  of  counsel,  in  support  of  the  application  to 
vacate  and  set  aside  the  order  for  Dart's  examination,  urged 
the  following : 

I.  The  examination  is  returnable  before  a  judge  specified, 
and  no  other  judge  is  competent  to  conduct,  the  examination. 
The  proper  judge  is  judge  Joseph  F.  Daly. 

II.  The  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  grant  such  an  order 
on  application  of  a  creditor.  The  assignee  must  make  the 
application  or  it  must  be  made  in  his  behalf  or  with  his 
approval.  The  case  of  Burtnett  (8  Daly^  363,)  is  precisely  in 
point. 

Vol.  LXII        28 
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III.  The  proposed  examination  is  without  any  limit  {Id.). 
lY.  The  trade-mark  is  excepted  from  the  assignment,  and 
is  the  property  of  Dart,  and  the  creditors  have  no  interest  in  it. 

Cha/uAxoey  B.  RipUy^  of  counsel  for  creditors  Buckingham 
and  Paulson. 

I.  The  witness  Dart  waived  any  right  he  had  to  move  to 
vacate  the  order  for  his  examination  by  appearing,  being 
sworn  and  procuring  an  adjournment. 

II.  The  objection  that  the  judge  who  made  the  order  is  the 
only  proper  judge  before  whom  the  application  can  come  has 
been  passed  ui)on  by  the  court  adversely,  and  is  untenable. 

III.  Dart  assigned  his  individual  property  as  well  as  the 
firm  property. 

lY.  The  proposed  examination  is  in  aid  of  the  creditors, 
and  comes  within  the  provisions  of  the  general  assignment 
act  (g,  V.  sec.  21). 

Y.  The  motion  on  hehalf  of  witness  should  be  denied  and 
the  examination  should  proceed. 

Yan  Hoesen,  J.  —  The  Bwrtnett  case  was  not  like  this. 
There  the  avowed  object  of  the  examination  was  not  to  aid 
the  assignee  in  the  administration  of  his  trust  save  in  the  way 
of  obtaining  testimony  to  be  used  in  such  actions  as  he  might 
afterwards  bring.  Chief  justice  Daly  said  that  such  testi- 
mony ought  to  be  taken  after  those  actions  had  been  begun, 
and  that  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  made  ample  provision 
for  the  examination  of  parties  in  pending  actions.  Here  it  is 
not  shown  that  the  testimony  is  sought  for  use  in  any  action 
hereafter  to  be  brought.  The  examination  is,  as  I  understand 
it,  to  ascertain  whether  or  not  certain  property,  called  a  trade- 
mark, belongs  to  the  assigned  estate.  That  can  only  be  determ- 
ined by  learning  the  facts  which  give  the  trade-mark  its 
value.  If,  as  chief  justice  Dalt  said  in  the  Hegeman  caae^ 
this  trade-mark  is  made  valuable  simply  because  the  public 
believe  that  Dart's  personal  skill,  experience  and  peculiar 
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knowledge  impart  to  the  fabric  a  perfection  which  it  would 
not  possess  if  made  by  any  other  person,  it  does  not  belong  to 
the  assigned  estate.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  trade-mark  in- 
dicates a  certain  fineness  or  qaality  in  the  goods,  and  does  not 
owe  its  value  to  the  public  belief  in  the  peculiar  skill  of  the 
manufacturer  individually,  it  will  be  part  of  the  assigned 
estate,  and  will  go  to  those  who  buy  the  factory  which  has 
heretofore  produced  the  fabric. 

The  sub-rule  of  rule  78  {MoaKa  UnderhilPa  Principles 
of  TorU^p.  632,)  thus  states  the  law:  ^^  Although  a  trader 
may  have  a  property  in  a  trade-mark  sufficient  to  give  him  a 
right  to  exclude  all  others  from  using  it,  if  his  goods  derive 
their  increased  value  from  the  personal  skill  of  the  adopter  of 
the  trade-mark,  he  will  not  be  allowed  to  assign  it,  for  that 
would  be  a  fraud  upon  the  public.  But  if  the  increased 
value  of  the  goods  is  not  dependent  upon  such  personal  merits, 
the  trade-mark  is  assignable." 

In  Kidd  agt.  JoJmson  (9  Reporter^  729)  the  United  States 
supreme  court  held,  as  has  chief  justice  Daly  in  several  cases, 
that  trade-marks  affixed  to  certain  articles  manufactured  at  a 
particular  factory,  wiU  pass  with  the  factory  when  it  is  trans- 
ferred by  contract  or  by  operation  of  law. 

A  trade-mark  may  be,  and  often  is,  transferred  in  invitum 
by  proceedings  in  bankruptcy. 

Now  the  question  here  iB  whether  or  not  the  trade-mark  in 
question  owes  its  value  to  the  personal  skill  of  Mr.  Dart  as  a 
manufacturer.  If  it  does  it  does  not  pass  by  assignment,  for 
the  public*  must  not 'be  deceived  into  buying  goods  which, 
though  bearing  his  trade-mark,  are  not  the  product  of  his 
peculiar  skill.  If,  however,  it  is  the  machinery,  the  factory, 
which  has  produced  superior  goods,  the  trade-mark  goes  with 
the  machinery.  In  other  words,  the  trade-mark  is  inseparable 
from  the  particular  thing  which  gives  it  its  value. 

It  is  said  that  the  trade-mark  did  not  pass  because  it  is  not 
subject  to  levy  under  an  attachment.  That  is  not  the  test, 
conceding,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  that  it  is  not  leviable. 
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The  statute  of  exemptious  does  not  expressly  exernpt  a  trade- 
mark, and  therefore  the  clause  in  the  assignment  on  which 
Mr.  Dart's  counsel  relies  does  not  apply.  The  assignment 
does  not  except  property  which  is  not  subject  to  levy,  but 
property  which  the  exemption  act  declares  to  be  exempt. 

I  think  the  examination  should  proceed.  I  have  indicated 
the  scope  of  the  examination.  In  settling  the  order  I  will 
explicitly  state  what  shall  be  the  subject  and  the  extent  of  the 
exs^nination.  I  shall  not  grant  nor  give  leave  for  an  applica- 
tion to  any  other  judge  for  a  stay  of  proceedings.  Both 
parties  may  submit  forms  of  an  order  drawn  in  conformity 
with  the  views  above  expressed. 


SUPEEME  COUET. 

The  Psoplk  ex  rel.  John  Swinburne  agt.  The  Albany 

Medical  College. 

Albany  Medical  (kUege — AppaifUmeni  and  removal  of  a  professor — Legality 

of  meeting  of  board  of  trugteee  —  Mandanvue, 

"  The  Albany  Medical  College  "  was  created  a  corporation  by  and  organ- 
ized under  chapter  26  of  the  Laws  of  1889.  The  board  of  trustees  is 
composed  of  twenty-five  persons,  and  by  section  4  of  the  act  such 
trustees  are  authorized  "to  appoint  the  professors  and  such  other 
instructors  as  they  may  deem  necessary,  subject  to  a  removal  by  a  vote 
of  two-thirds  of  the  members  constituting  said  board,  when  found 
expedient  and  necessary."  The  relator  was,  on  February  8,  1876,  duly 
appointed  a  professor,  which  position  he  accepted  and  continued  to 
discharge  its  duties  until  January,  1880.  On  January  2,  1880,  a  meet- 
ing of  the  trustees  was  held  at  which  the  professorship  which  the 
relator  held  was  abolished  by  a  vote  of  fifteen  to  four,  nineteen  mem- 
bers only  being  present  The  only  notice  of  the  meeting  was  by 
postal  ciuxl  addressed  to  each  of  the  trustees.  By  the  statutes  of  this 
state  (wL  1  of  Edn^.  ed.,  page  406;  vol,  2  of  6tA  ed.,  page  12)  it  is  pro- 
vided :  "The  trustees  of  enery  college  to  which  a  charter  shall  be 
granted  by  the  state  shall  be  a  corporation."  Proyision  is  then  made 
for  the  meetings  of  trustees,  and  it  is  enacted  :  "  Notice  of  the  time 
and  place  of  etery  such  meeting  shall  be  given  in  a  newspaper  printed 
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in  the  county  where  such  eoOege  is  situate,  at  least  six  days  before  the 
meeting  ;  and  every  trustee  resident  in  such  county  shall  be  previously 
notified,  in  writing,  of  the  time  and  place  of  such  meeting."  On  man- 
damus  to  compel  the  college  to  reinstate  the  relator  : 

Held,  first.  That  the  provisions  of  the  statute  above  quoted  do  not  refer 
exclusively  to  "literary  colleges,"  but  are  applicable  to  every  college, 
and  consequently  the  meeting  of  the  trustees,  at  which  the  relator's 
professorship  in  the  medical  college  was  abolished,  was  illegal,  because 
notice  of  such  meeting  was  not  published  as  required  by  statute. 

Second.  That  though  tlie  act  attempted  to  be  done  is  called  the  abolition 
of  the  professorial  chair,  its  effect  being  to  remove  the  relator  from 
office,  the  provision  of  the  charter  requiring  a  two-third  vote  was 
applicable. 

Third.  That  the  acceptance  of  the  relator's  services  for  four  years  as  a 
professor  cured  the  irregularity  of  the  original  appointment,  if  any 
there  was. 

Fburth.  That  numdamtu  is  the  proper  remedy. 

Albany^  Special  Term^  JuVy,  1881. 

HeA/ry  Smith  and  F,  J.  Svmibwrney  for  relator. 

Amasa  J,  Parker^  for  respondent. 

Westbrook,  J.  —  **  The  Albany  Medical  College  "  was  cre- 
ated a  corporation  by  and  organized  under  chapter  26  of  the 
Laws  of  1839. 

The  board  of  trustees  is  composed  of  twenty-five  persons,  and 
by  the  act  aforesaid  {sec.  4)  such  trustees  are  authorized  "  to 
appoint  the  professors  and  such  other  instructors  as  they  may 
deem  necessary,  subject  to  a  removal  by  a  vote  of  two-thirds 
of  the  members  constituting  said  board  when  found  expedient 
and  necessary." 

The  relator  Dr.  John  Swinburne  was  on  the  8th  day  of 
February,  1876,  duly  appointed  professor  of  fractures,  dislo- 
cations 2J^<Sl  clinical  surgery  in  said  college,  which  position 
he  accepted  and  continued  to  discharge  its  duties  until 
January,  1880. 

On  January  2, 1880,  a  meeting  of  the  trustees  was  held  at 
which  the  relator  alleges  only  nineteen  were  present,  and  by 
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a  vote  of  fifteen  to  four,  a8  he  aleo  claims,  the  professorship 
which  the  relator  held  was  abolished. 

The  respondent,  however,  insists  that  twenty-one  tmstees 
were  present  at  such  meeting  and  that  seventeen  vo.ted  in 
favor  of  the  resolution  abolishing  the  professorship. 

It  is  conceded  that  the  only  potiee  of  the  meeting  was  by 
postal  card  addressed  to  each  of  the  trustees,  and  that  Dr.  S. 
Yanderpoel,  who  was  one  of  the  tmstees  and  also  a  professor, 
voted  for  the  resolution  of  which  the  relator  complains. 

The  principal  question  which  this  application  presents 
is,  was  the  meeting  of  the  board  of  trustees  legally  called 
and  held  i 

There  can  be  no  dispute  but  that  "  The  Albany  Medical 
College"  {chap.  26  of  Laws  of  1839)  is  a  corporation,  and 
also,  as  its  name  imports,  a  college.    • 

By  the  statutes  of  this  state  (toZ.  I  of  Ed.  erf.,  page  406 ; 
*ool.  ^of  &th  ed.j  page  12)  it  is  provided :  "  The  trustees  of 
every  college  to  which  a  charter  shall  be  granted  by  the  state 
shall  be  a  corporation."  Provision  is  then  made  for  the 
meeting  of  trustees  and  it  is  enacted :  "  Notice  of  the  time 
and  place  of  every  such  meeting  shall  be  given  in  a  newspaper 
printed  in  the  county  where  such  college  is  situated  at  least 
six  days  before  the  meeting,  and  every  trustee  resident  in 
such  county  shall  be  previously  notified  in  writing  of  the 
time  and  place  of  such  meeting." 

It  is  argued,  however,  in  behalf  of  the  respondent  that  the 
provision  of  the  statute  which  has  been  quoted  refers  only  to 
"literary  colleges,"  and  that  chapter  15  of  part  1  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  of  which  it  is  a  part,  is  not  made  applicable 
to  "  The  Albany  Medical  College,"  but  {sec.  8  of  charter)  the 
eighteenth  chapter  is. 

The  eighteenth  chapter  of  part  one  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
is  entitled  "  Of  Incorporations  "  (1  £!d,  ed.,  page  135)  and  did 
not  contain  the  pages  referred  to  by  the  counsel  for  respond- 
ent {pages  474,  475  and  476  of  vol.  2)  which  are  in  the  sixth 
edition.    That  edition  was  not  a  compilation  by  legislative 
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aathoritj,  but  its  compilers  have  grouped,  for  convenience  of 
reference,  under  what  they  deemed  the  appropriate  parts 
of  the  Bevised  Statutes  such  laws  as  they  saw  fit.  Indeed, 
the  whole  of  article  2  of  title  11  of  chapter  18  of  the  first 
part  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  entitled  '^  Of  the  Incorporation 
of  Academies  and  other  Institutions  of  Learning "  and  con- 
tained in  such  sixth  edition  is  simply  chapter  184  of  the  Laws 
of  1853,  and  which  had  no  existence  when  ^^The  Albany 
Medical  College"  was  incorporated,  and  the  same  is  not 
now  and  never  was  any  part  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  proper ; 
and  section  34,  page  491  of  volume  2  of  the  sixth  edition 
(so  called)  of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  which  the  counsel  for  the 
college  supposes  provides  for  it,  is  only  section  8  of  the 
charter  {oha^.  26  of  La/w%  of  1889),  arbitrarily  inserted  as 
part  of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  to  which  it  does  not  belong  and 
of  wliich  it  forms  no  part 

As  ^^  The  Albany  Medical  College  "  besides  being  a  college 
was  also  a  corporation,  it  was  eminently  proper  to  subject  it 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  entitled  ^^  Of  Incor- 
porations," as  was  done  by  section  8  of  its  charter,  ^^  so  far  as 
the  same  are  applicable  and  have  not  been  repealed,"  but  that 
&ct  did  not  make  it  any  the  less  liable  to  these  provisions  of 
the  general  law  applicable  to  ^^ every  college;"  and  to  it, 
therefore,  because  it  is  a  college. 

There  is  also  a  provision  in  its  charter  {sec.  6)  which 
declares :  '^  The  college  shall  be  subject  to  the  visitation  of  the 
regents,  and  shall  annually  report  to  them."  A  reference  to 
chapter  15  of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  which  contains  the  provi- 
sion hereinbefore  quoted  (1  Ed.^8  ed.y  406,  seo.  83)  in  regard 
to  the  giving  of  notice  of  a  meeting  of  the  board  of  trustees 
of  "  every  college,"  will  show  that  article  1  of  that  chapter  (1 
M^Sj  402)  is  entitled  «  Of  the  Organization  and  Powers  of 
the  Board  of  Begents,"  and  such  board  of  regents  is  empow- 
ered (1  JSd.%  404,  eec.  19)  to  confer  the  "  degree  of  doctor  of 
medicine,"  which  degree,  when  thus  bestowed,  "  shall  author- 
ize the  person  on  whom  it  is  conferred  to  practice  physic  and 
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surgery  in  this  state."  These  facts  and  the  further  one  that 
the  general  law,  under  which  medical  colleges  may  now  be 
incorporated  {chap,  184  of  Zaws  of  1853,  and  also  incorpo- 
rated in  vol.  2  of  6th  ed.  of  H.  8,^  p.  473,  cfe{?.)  is  entitled 
"An  act  relative  to  the  incorporation  of  colleges  and  acade- 
mies," conclusively  show  that  chapter  15  of  the  first  part  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  and  article  2  thereof,  do  not  refer  exclu- 
sively, as  the  counsel  for  the  respondent  insists,  to  "  literary 
colleges,"  and  that  consequently  the  meeting  of  the  trustees 
at  which  Dr.  Swinburne's  professorship  in  the  Medical  College 
was  abolished  was  illegal,  because  notice  of  such  meeting  was 
not  published,  as  required  by  the  statute. 

It  is  argued,  however,  that  there  were  twenty-one  trustees 
present  at  the  meeting,  and  as  seventeen  voted  for  the  resolu- 
tion abolishing  the  professorship,  the  failure  properly  to  call 
the  meeting,  and  the  non-attendance  of  the  others,  made  no 
difference  in  the  result.  To  this  position  there  are  two  plain 
answers :  First.  It  was  no  meeting  of  trustees,  as  such,  unless 
properly  called ;  and,  second,  if  the  three  other  trustees  had 
been  present  we  do  not  know  what,  the  result  might  have 
been.  Their  presence,  their  statements  and  arguments,  might 
possibly  have  changed  the  entire  conclusion. 

The  fact,  too,  that  there  was  no  legal  meeting  of  the  trustees 
answers  the  argument  that,  as  Dr.  Swinburne  was  not  removed 
from  his  professorship,  but  the  professorship  was  abolished,  it 
could  be  done  by  less  than  a  two-third  vote.  It  would,  how- 
ever, be  difficult  to  show  the  distinction  claimed.  The  truth 
is  Dr.  Swinburne  was  in  fact  removed  from  office,  though  the 
trustees  did  not  so  style  their  action.  The  courts  deal  with 
things,  no  matter  by  what  names  they  are  disguised;  and 
though  the  act  attempted  to  be  done  is  called  the  abolition  of 
the  professorial  chair,  its  effect  being  to  remove  Dr.  Swin- 
burne from  office,  the  provision  of  the  charter  requiring  a 
two-third  vote  was  applicable. 

It  is  said  that  for  the  meeting  of  trustees  at  which  Dr. 
Swinburne's  professorship  was  created  no  notice  had  been 
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published.  If  this  be  claimed  as  a  precedent,  it  is  sufficient 
to  quote  the  old  adage  that  "  two  wrongs  do  not  make  one 
right ;"  if,  however,  it  be  argued  that  Dr.  Swinburne  was  not, 
for  that  reason,  legally  appointed  a  professor,  the  answer  is 
clear  that  the  acceptance  of  the  doctor's  services  for  four  years 
as  a  professor  cured  the  irregularity  of  the  original  appoint- 
ment,  if  any  there  was. 

There  were  other  points  made  upon  tha  argument  which  I 
have  not  deemed  it  necessary  to  discuss.  It  may  be  proper, 
however,  to  say  that  the  provision  of  the  Bevised  Statutes 
(1^  ed.y  p.  410,  see.  50)  which  declares  "no  professor  or 
teacher  of  any  incorporated  college  or  academy  shall  be  a 
trustee  of  such  college  or  academy,"  is  amended  by  chapter 
182  of  Laws  of  1876  to  read  as  follows :  "  No  professor  or 
tutor  of  cmy  incorporated  academy  shall  be  a  trustee  of  such 
academy P  There  was,  therefore,  no  valid  objection  to  Dr. 
Yanderpoel  as  a  trustee  because  he  was  also  a  professor.     ' 

Neither  do  I  deem  it  necessary  to  discuss  the  propriety  of 
the  remedy  by  numda/nma.  Objections  of  this  character  never 
strike  me  with  favor.  If  a  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  sub- 
ject-matter and  of  the  parties  by  any  of  the  modes  known  to 
the  law,  there  is  no  reason  why  it  should  not  exercise  its 
powers  to  undo  a  wrong ;  but  the  objections  to  the  remedy  in 
this  instance  are  answered  fully  by  the  cases  cited  by  the 
counsel  for  the  relator. 

The  7Mmdwnm%  asked  for  must  be  granted. 

Vol.  LXTT        29 
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ALBANY  RECORDER'S  COURT. 

PsoPLV  ex  rd.  Jambs  B.   King  agt.   John  MoEwen,   as 
Superintendent  of  the  Albany  Penitentiary. 

(hifrwnal  la/w  —  FromioluU  time  a  eenieneeto  mprieemment  takes  effedL 

A  sentence  to  imprisonment  takes  effect  only  from  the  first  day  of  actual 
incarceration,  and  not  from  the  day  when  sentence  is  pronounced. 

May,  1881, 

OouLD,  J.  —  James  B.  King,  the  relator  herein,  having 
been  duly  convicted  by  a  court  of  sessions,  held  in  and  for  the 
county  of  Warren,  upon  an  indictment  for  keeping  a  disor- 
derly house  in  the  town  of  Queensbury  in  said  county,  was, 
on  the  13th  day  of  October,  1880,  sentenced  by  said  court  to 
be  imprisoned  in  the  Albany  County  Penitentiary  for  the 
term  of  six  months,  and  to  pay  a  fine  of  $250,  and  to  stand 
conmiitted  until  the  fine  was  paid. 

A  writ  of  error  and  stay  of  proceedings  having  been 
obtained  by  his  counsel,  the  case  was  carried  first  to  the 
general  term  and  then  to  the  court  of  appeals,  King  being  let 
to  bail  in  the  meantime.  In  both  instances  judgment  was 
affirmed,  and  on  the  15th  day  of  March,  1881,  he  was  brought 
to  and  confined  in  the  Albany  Penitentiary. 

On  the  19th  day  of  April,  1881,  on  petition  of  relator,  a 
writ  of  habeas  corpus  was  allowed  by  me,  directed  to  the 
superintendent  of  the  Albany  County  Penitentiary,  command- 
ing him  to  have  the  body  of  the  relator,  with  the  time  and 
cause  of  his  imprisonment,  before  me  at  my  chambers 
forthwith. 

The  superintendent  returned  that  he  held  the  relator  by 
virtue  of  a  warrant  of  commitment,  a  copy  whereof  was 
annexed  to  the  return,  and  the  original  was  produced.  Pro- 
ceedings were  adjourned  to  the  twenty-eighth,  when  relator's 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  227 


People  ex  rd.  King  agt  McEwen. 


coansel  traversed  the  return  and  moved  for  liis  discharge  from 
custody  upon  the  following  grounds : 

jFirst  That  the  term  of  his  imprisonment  had  expired 
and  his  fine  had  been  paid. 

Second.  That  the  warrant  of  commitment  is  void  upon  its 
face. 

In  regard  to  the  first  point,  upon  examination  of  the 
authorities  cited  upon  both  sides,  it  appears  that  the  question 
as  to  when  the  time  of  imprisonment  commenced  to  run  has 
never  been  judicially  determined  in  this  state,  though  in  the 
opinion  furnished  by  counsel  for  the  relator  remarks  obiter 
dicta  would  seem  to  indicate  that  the  day  when  sentence  is 
pronounced  must  be  regarded  as  its  commencement.  Never- 
theless, since  these  are  not  direct  adjudications,  I  cannot  allow 
them  to  change  my  conviction  that  such  a  rule  would  be 
unjust,  discriminating  only  in  favor  of  those  able  to  employ 
counsel  and  interpose  all  the  delays  of  punishment  known  to  the 
law.  In  fact,  in  many  cases,  if  this  were  so,  no  loss  or  penalty 
would  accrue  to  the  criminal  rightly  convicted,  save  the  worry 
and  expense  of  litigation.  Judge  Folgbb,  in  People  ex  rel. 
Stokes  agt  The  Wardm,  etc.,  of  Sing  Sing  (66  If.  Y.,  345), 
says :  ^^  Punishments  for  the  commission  of  crime  is  that  pain  or 
forfeiture  which  the  law  exacts  and  the  criminal  pays  or 
Buffers  for  the  offence.  The  conviction  having  been  legal,  and 
the  sentence  in  accordance  with  the  law,  it  follows  that  the 
state  may  exact  from  him  the  full  endurance  of  the  sentence 
and  eveiy  part  of  it." 

How  can  this  be,  if  by  means  of  a  prolonged  writ  of 
error,  stay  of  proceedings,  and  bail  pending  the  result,  his 
term  of  imprisonment  has  expired  before  a  rightful  conviction 
has  been  affirmed,  and  he  thus  escapes  all  punishment.  Such 
a  rule  as  this  would  be  a  direct  inducement  to  criminals  to  sue 
out  writs  of  error;  would  complicate  the  machinery  of  justice, 
and  would  regulate  the  tenn  of  imprisonment  when  imposed  by 
the  tenacity  and  ingenuity  of  the  culprit's  counsel.  Writs  of 
error  are  safeguards  to  the  innocent,  not  to  the  guilty.    They 
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prevent  unlawful  and  erroneous  conyictions,  but  they  should 
not  become  the  means  of  nullif  jing  penalties  justly  exacted. 
In  regard  to  the  second  point,  the  warrant  of  commitment 
is  certainly  not  regular.  I  do  not,  however,  regard  it  as  void 
upon  its  face.  It  contains  the  requisite  facts,  and  more,  which 
latter  may  be  regarded  surplusage.  Its  irregularities  can 
cause  no  uncertainty ;  the  guilt  of  the  prisoner  is  unquestioned, 
and  I  therefore  consider  it,  though  subject  to  criticism  in 
form,  sufficient  to  hold  him.  I  therefore  dismiss  the  writ  of 
habeas  oorpua^  deny  the  motion  above  stated  and  remand  the 
relator  to  the  custody  of  the  superintendent  of  the  Albany 
County  Penitentiary. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Hannah  M.  Perbt  agt  John  Foster  and  Emblia  Foster, 
as  surviving  truBtees  under  the  will  of  James  Foster, 
deceased. 

Action  —  by  a  eeitxU  que  trust  under  a  foiU  againtt  the  trustees  appointed 
tkereunder  for  an  aeeounting  and  far  removal  of  one  of  them — Answer — 
Demurrer  to  anstoer  —  a  detailed  statement  of  facts  in  ansufer  by  which  a  cer- 
tain conclusion  is  reached,  though  set  up  as  septsrate  defenses  are  not  good 
grounds  of  demurrer —  The  protdsions  of  Bepised  Statutes  in  relation  to 
uses  and  trusts  do  not  apply  to  trust  q;  personal  property^  Counter-daim 
set  up  in  answer  good  as  against  demurrer,  \f  it  tends  to  diminish  or  defeaX 
recofoery. 

Where  plaintiff,  as  a  cestui  que  trust  under  a  will,  brings  suit  i^nst  the 
two  trustees  appointed  thereunder  for  an  accounting  and  for  the 
removal  of  one  of  them,  alleging  that  defendants  "were  directed  by  the 
will  to  invest  $40,000  and  pay  her  the  income  for  life,  and  that  they 
pidd  her  for  several  years  various  sums,  represented  to  be  such  income, 
but  that  they  had,  since  April,  1879,  refused  to  make  such  payment: 

HM,  that  as  defendant's  denial  in  his  answer,  that  he  ever  received  the 
$40,000  referred  to,  from  the  estate,  raises  an  issue  as  to  plaintiff's  right 
to  demand  an  accounting,  and  his  removal  as  trustee,  the  detailed  state- 
ments of  facts  by  which  such  conclusion  is  reached,  though  set  up  as 
separate  defenses,  are  not  good  grounds  of  demurer.    If  found  exple- 
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tive  or  redundant,  they  should  be  expunged  by  motion.  And  as  plaintiff, 
by  her  demurrer  to  such  statements  of  fact,  admits  that  she  and  her 
mother  received  $10,000  under  a  mistaken  interpretation  of  said 
will,  for  her  fair  share  or  proportion  of  which  she  is  liable  to  the 
defendant,  and  that  for  the  purpose  of  securing  payment  of  such 
liability,  she  and  her  mother  assigned  to  defendant  their  share  in  the 
estate,  by  virtue  of  which  defendant  counter-claims  the  moneys  ad- 
vanced by  him,  such  counter-claim  being  allowable  under  section  501  of 
the  Code,  and  the  trust  fund  in  dispute  being  personal  property,  the 
provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  in  relation  to  uses  and  trusts  do  not 
apply  ;  and  such  fund  being  therefore  answerable  under  certain  condi- 
tions of  fact,  to  the  claims  of  a  creditor,  though  the  counter-claim,  as 
pleaded,  may  not,  if  proved,  entitle  the  defendant  to  a  Judgment  on 
the  trial,  yet  the  demurrer  should  be  overruled,  as  such  counter-claim 
may  tend  to  diminish  or  defeat  the  plaintiff's  recovery. 

Special  Term^  November^  1881. 

Orosvenor  P.  Hvhbardy  for  plaintiff. 

Somtud  Jones  and  James  F,  Malcolm^  for  defendant. 

Labbkmobb,  e/.  —  Plaintiff,  as  a  cestui  que  trust  under  the 
iriU  of  James  Foster,  deceased,  sues  for  an  accounting  and 
for  the  removal  of  the  defendant,  John  Foster,  as  trustee 
thereof.  The  complaint  alleges  that  by  said  will  the  defend- 
ants were  directed  to  invest  the  sum  of  $40,000,  and  pay 
over  the  income  thereof  to  plaintiff  dm*ing  her  natural  life. 
That  the  defendants  have  received  said  sum  from  the  estate 
of  said  James  Foster,  and  have  paid  to  her  for  many  years 
prior  and  up  to  April,  1879,  various  sums  of  money  which 
the  defendants  represented  to  her  to  be  the  interest  and 
income  arising  from  such  investment.  That  since  the  date 
last  named  the  defendants  have  neglected  and  refused  to  pay 
to  her  any  part  of  such  income,  although  she  has  duly 
demanded  the  same ;  wherefore  she  asks  judgment  as  above 
stated. 

The  defendant  John  Foster  in  his  answer  denies  that  he 
had  received  the  alleged  trust  fund,  or  that  he  ever  repre- 
sented that  the  various  sums  of  money  paid  by  him  to  the 
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plaintiff  were  the  income  or  interest  of  any  investment  of 
snch  fnnd.  He  avers,  as  a  separate  defense,  that  a  snm  of 
$40,000  given  by  said  will  to  the  defendants  in  trust  for 
Robert  C.  Foster  (a  brother  of  plaintiff),  was,  npon  said 
brother's  decease,  paid  to  this  plaintiff  and  her  mother,  the 
other  defendants  herein,  under  the  belief  that  said  snm  law- 
fully belonged  to  them.  That  by  judicial  proceedings  subse- 
quently taken,  it  was  decided  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  enti- 
tled to  more  than  one-quarter  of  said  sum,  and  the  defendant 
claims  that  at  least  $20,000  of  said  sum  last  mentioned,  with 
interest  theroon,  should  be  deemed  as  a  payment  in  advance 
of  the  income  or  interest  accruing  from  and  after  April  1, 
1879,  on  the  $40,000  named  in  the  complaint  herein,  and 
which  said  sum  of  $20,000  he  counter-claims  against  any  sum 
adjudged  to  be  due  the  plaintiff. 

For  a  further  and  separate  defense,  it  is  alleged  that  on 
February  22,  1870,  the  plaintiff  and  her  mother  —  the 
codefendant  herein  —  by  an  instrument  in  writing  of  that 
date,  in  consideration  of  any  advance  that  they  or  either  of 
them  might  receive  from  defendant  as  executor  of  the  will  of 
said  James  Foster,  consented  and  promised  to  pay  back  the 
same  ^to  him  in  case  a  demand  should  at  any  time  be  made 
upon  him  by  any  person  lawfully  entitled  thereto;  that  on 
May  25, 1875,  the  plaintiff  and  her  mother,  by  an  instrument 
under  their  hands  and  seals — after  reciting  the  said  will  and 
provisions  therein  contained,  that  defendant  had  made  certain 
advances  of  money  to  them,  and  that  they  had  requested 
further  advances  from  him,  and  had  agreed  to  pay  the  same 
on  demand,  with  interest;  that  such  amounts  might  be 
charged  against  and  deducted  from  any  moneys  due  or  to 
become  due  under  said  will,  and  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
payment  thereof  —  assigned  and  transferred  to  the  defendant 
all  their  share  and  interest  in  the  estate  left  to  them  by  said 
will ;  that  the  defendant  has  advanced  to  the  plaintiff  and  her 
mother  divers  sums,  amounting  to  $40,000,  $20,000  of  which 
he  counter-claims    against  the   plaintiff's    alleged    demand. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  281 

■ ■ — .. —    _  — . 

Perry  agt.  Poster. 

Defendant  farther  avers  that  it  was  provided  and  directed  by 
said  will,  that  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  it  into  full  effect 
the  executors  thereunder  —  with  the  consent  in  writing  of 
his  oodefendant  —  were  empowered  to  sell  the  testator's  real 
estate;  that  at  the  time  of  his  death  the  same  was  largely 
incumbered  and  had  greatly  depreciated  in  value,  and  that  if 
the  same  had  then  or  at  any  time  prior  to  the  year  1865  been 
sold,  it  would  not  have  produced,  together  with  the  personal 
estate,  much  more  than  its  incumbrances  and  the  debts  due 
and  owing  by  the  testator ;  that  portions  of  said  real  estate 
were  sold  as  pressing  necessity  required,  until  all  such  debts 
and  incumbrances  (save  one  of  $2,650)  had  been  discharged ; 
that  after  such  payments,  and  the  setting  apart  of  the  $40,000 
directed  to  be  done  by  the  second  clause  of  said  will  for  the 
benefit  of  Robert  A.  Foster,  there  remained  no  funds  where- 
with to  make  the  investment  of  $40,000,  provided  by  the 
third  clause  of  the  will  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff;  tliat  to 
provide  the  requisite  funds  therefor  a  sale  of  some  portion  of 
such  real  estate  will  be  necessary,  which  sale  the  defendant  is 
ready  and  willing  to  make,  but  to  wnich  his  codefendant  and 
this  plaintiff  object. 

To  the  second  defense  the  plaintiff  demurs  as  insufficient  in 
law.  She  also  demurs  to  the  counter-claim  set  up  in  the 
answer  as  not  authorized  by  section  501  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  and  that  the  same  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

The  defendant  denies  that  the  $40,000  referred  to  in  the 
complaint  has  ever  been  received  by  him  from  the  estate,  or 
that  he  ever  represented  to  plaintiff  that  the  various  sums  of 
money  paid  to  her  by  him  was  the  interest  or  income  arising 
therefrom.  This  raises  a  distinct  issue  as  to  the  plaintiff's 
right  to  demand  an  accounting  and  the  removal  of  defendant 
as  trustee.  All  detailed  statements  of  facts  by  which  such 
conclusion  is  I'eached  are  not  good  ground  of  demurrer.  If 
found  to  be  expletive  or  redundant  they  should  be  expunged 
by  motion. 
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Section  501  of  the  Code  allows  a  coanter-claim  to  be  inter- 
posed which  arises  out  of  the  contract  or  transaction  set  forth 
in  the  complaint  as  the  foundation  of  the  plaintifE's  claim  or 
connected  with  the  subject  of  the  action. 

The  pkintifi,  by  demurring,  admits  that  she  and  her  mother 
have  received  the  sum  of  $40,000,  under  a  mistaken  interpre- 
tation of  said  will,  for  her  fair  share  or  proportion,  of  which 
she  is  liable  to  the  defendant.  She  also  admits  that  she,  in 
connection  with  her  mother,  in  an  instrument  reciting  the 
will  and  its  provisions,  that  defendant  had  made  certain 
advances  of  money  to  them,  and  that  they  had  requested  fur- 
ther advances  from  him,  agreed  to  pay  the  same  on  demand, 
with  interest,  and  thereby  (for  the  purpose  of  securing  pay- 
ment thereof)  assigned  to  the  defendant  all  their  share  and 
interest  in  their  estate  under  the  will,  by  virtue  of  which 
assignment  the  defendant  counter-claims  the  moneys  advanced 
by  him. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  intention  of  the  parties  in  this 
respect,  nor  that  it  arose  out  of  the  transaction  set  forth  in  the 
complaint,  and  was  "  connected  with  the  subject  of  the  action." 

The  main  obstacle  raised  by  the  demurrer  is  that  the  inter- 
est of  the  plaintiff  under  the  will,  being  that  arising  from  a 
tnist  fund,  was  inalienable  and  not  subject  to  her  individual 
disposition. 

The  trust  fund  created  by  the  will  must  be  regarded  as 
personal  property  {Sa/oage  agt.  Burham^  17  N.  Y,^  561 ; 
Bwvn  agt.  Vaughmiy  1  Alb,  Ct.  AppealSy  sec.  253.) 

The  question  then  occui's  whether  or  not  the  provisions  of 
the  Eevised  Statutes  {tide  2,  chap.  1,  part  2)  in  relation  to 
uses  and  trusts  apply  to  a  tmst  of  personal  property.  Great 
contrariety  of  opinion  seems  to  exist  u];K>n  this  point  {See  cases 
last  cited;  also  Kane  agt.  Gotty  24  Wend.j  641 ;  Graf  agt. 
BermeUy  31  JV.  T.,  9 ;  Williams  agt.  Thom^  10  id.,  270 ;  In 
re  HbweUy  61  How.  Pr.y  179,  and  cases  there  cited;  Grout 
agt.  Van  Schoonhoven,  1  Sand.  Ch.,  336;  Arnold  agt.  GU- 
lerty  5  Barh.y  190 ;  Cruger  agt.  Crugery  5  id.y  225). 
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The  weight  of  authority  leans  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
trust  fund  in  dispute  is  personal  property,  not  within  the 
restriction  of  the  statute,  and  answerable  under  certain  condi- 
tions of  fact  to  the  claim  of  a  creditor. 

The  counter-claim  as  pleaded  may  not,  if  proved,  entitle 
the  defendant  to  a  judgment  on  the  trial,  but  if  it  tends  to 
diminish  or  defeat  the  plaintiff's  recovery  it  is  good  as  against 
her  demurrer,  which  should  be  overruled. 


K  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
John  0.  Struvb  agt.  Oabsten  Dbogb. 

TretpoM — Damages  for,  in  case  of  gfippoiabU  fire — RuU  of  damages  in 

such  case. 

In  a  case  of  public  necessity  to  prevent  the  spreading  of  a  fire  any  indi- 
vidual may  demolish  a  building  without  being  responsible  in  trespass 
or  otherwise. 

If,  however,  such  public  necessity  does  not  exist,  and  in  point  of  fact 
there  is  no  need  of  the  destruction,  the  person  who  commits  the  act  is 
responsible  in  damages. 

But  see  The  People  agt.  Bharter  (2  N,  T.,  103). 

General  Term^  JVovembery  1881. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  a  district  court  in  the  city 
of  New  York,  in  favor  of  the  defendant  and  against  the 
plaintiff,  dismissing  the  complaint,  with  ten  dollars  costs. 

The  action  was  for  trespass  and  damages.  Plaintiff  was  a 
fresco  paipter  and  defendant  was  his  landlord  and  occupied 
adjacent  apartments  to  those  of  the  plaintiff.  On  the  day  in 
question  he  left  his  premises  as  usual  in  the  morning,  closed 
the  window  and  locked  the  door,  leaving  his  sketches,  draw- 
ings and  materials  in  his  rooms.  Upon  his  return  in  the 
evening  he  found  one  of  his  doors  had  been  broken  open  and 
V^OL.  LXII        30 
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hie  property  damaged  to  the  extent  of  ninety-five  dollars 
and  seventy  cents.  Defendant  noticed  smoke  in  front  of 
plaintiff's  window ;  he  knocked  at  plaintiff's  door,  there  was 
no  response ;  he  then  forced  open  a  side  door  and  went  in, 
he  saw  there  was  no  fire  and  left.  It  turned  ont  that  the 
smoke  came  from  a  neighboring  chimney.  The  justice  in 
rendering  judgment  for  the  defendant  said :  ^^  I  find  from  the 
evidence  that  is  before  me  that  the  defendant  broke  open 
the  plaintiff's  door;  that  he  committed  the  damage  alleged; 
that  there  was  an  appearance  of  fire  in  the  plaintiff's  apart- 
ments from  which  apartments  plaintiff  was  then  absent ;  that 
defendant  believed  the  premises  were  on  fire ;  that  his  motive 
in  breaking  open  the  door  was  to  subdue  the  fire  and  protect 
his  own  property  as  well  as  of  the  plaintiff's ;  that  such  act 
was  lawful  and  justifiable ;  that  the  damage  committed  was 
accidental  and  with  no  intent  to  perpetrate  a  wrong,  but  fol- 
lowed the  opening  of  the  door;  that  the  breaking  open  of 
the  door  was  justifiable  in  law." 

Oearg^  F.  <6  J.  0.  JuUtcs  I/mghem  made  and  argued  the 
following  points  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  appellant : 

I.  The  law  makes  no  distinction  in  actions  of  this  character 
as  to  whether  the  defendant's  act  was  intentional  or  not.  The 
intent,  belief  and  motive  makes  no  difference  as  regards  the 
liability ;  that  question  only  arises  as  to  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages. Trespass  lies  if  the  act  of  the  defendant  causes  injury 
whether  the  act  be  intentional  or  not  {Percival  agt.  Hiekey^ 
18  Johna.^  257;  OuiUe  agt.  8wan^  19  Johns.^  381;  CcbgtU 
agt  Duryeej  41  N.  J".,  169 ;  Dygert  agt.  Bradley.  8  Wend.^ 
469 ;  Vanderfywrg  agt.  Truax,  4  Denioj  465). 

II.  The  entry  by  the  defendant  on  the  premises  of  the 
plaintiff  and  breaking  open  his  door  was  in  law  a  trespass. 
Every  unlawful  entry  upon  the  premises  of  anotiier  is  a  tres- 
pass for  which  he  is  liable  even  though  no  damages  are  shown ; 
and  whether  the  owner  suffers  much  or  little  he  is  entitled  to 
recover  some  damages  {Dixon  agt.  Clow^  24  Fiww?.,  188; 
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StewaH  agt.  TfeW*,  6  J?flsrJ.,  79 ;  Sedg.  en  Dam,,  p.  133 ; 
Sha/9inon  agt.  if'wrr,  1  HUt.j  40 ;  Pcurker  agt.  Chriswddj  17 
(^n..,  288 ;  -ffZoA^  agt.  Jerome,  14  iT.  c/.,  406 ;  Browiie  on 
Actums  at  Lorn,  p,  369). 

III.  Even  though  the  entry  by  the  defendant  npon  the 
premises  of  the  plaintifi  was  committed  nnder  an  honest 
though  mistaken  belief,  he  is  still  liable  in  trespass.  The  rule 
is  that  if  the  injury  be  occasioned  by  an  unavoidable  accident, 
no  action  will  lie  for  it,  but  if  any  blame  is  imputable  to  the 
defendant,  though  he  had  no  intention  to  injure  the  plaintiff 
or  any  other  person,  he  is  liable  for  the  damages  sustained 
{DyJcert  agt.  Bradley^  supra;  Weaver  agt.  Ward,  1  Hdhert^ 
134 ;  Leame  agt.  Bray,  3  Ea^et,  593  ;  Wakeman  agt.  JRobin- 
son,  1  Binghami,  213 ;  Perdval  agt.  Hickey^  mpra;  Bullock 
agt.  Bahcock,  3  Wend.,  391 ;  Center  agt.  Finney,  17  Barb., 
99 ;  Yvacefnt  agt.  SHnehom,  7  Vermont,  64 ;  Brower  agt.  Neal, 
36  Maine,  407 ;  Waiermam,  on  Trespass,  vol.  1,  sec.  2 ;  Alor 
lack  agt.  UU,  51 N.  Y.,  651). 

lY.  The  defendant  having  committed  a  trespass  under  an 
honest  mistake,  without  any  intention  of  injuring  the  plain- 
tifPs  property,  is  still  liable  for  the  actual  damages  committed. 
For  an  involuntary  trespass  or  one  committed  under  an  honest 
mistake  without  intent  to  injure,  the  damages  should  be  con- 
fined strictly  to  compensation  for  the  injury  sustained ;  and  in 
estimating  the  amount  of  such  damages  all  the  particulars 
wherein  the  plaintiff  is  aggrieved  may  be  considered,  whether 
of  pecuniary  loss,  pain,  insult  or  inconvenience.  But  unless 
the  trespass  is  willful  or  committed  in  reckless  or  wanton  dis- 
regard of  another's  rights  or  accompanied  by  circumstances 
showing  malice  or  a  corrupt  motive,  vindictive  or  exemplary 
damages  should  not  be  given  {Ives  agt.  Hwmphrey,  1  E.  D. 
Smith,  197 ;  Shanna  agt.  Burr,  1  Hilton,  41 ;  Lams  agt. 
Wilcox,  55  Barb.,  618 ;  Walrath  agt.  JRedfidd,  11  Bwrb., 
368 ;  Worth  agt.  McDonald,  47  Barb.,  535 ;  Armstrong  ajgt. 
Percy,  5  Wend.,  535;  Crams  agt.  Peters,  6  Hill,  622; 
Downer  agt.  Madison  Co.  Bank,  6  HiU,  648). 
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0,  S.  Van  Pdt  made  and  argued  the  following  points  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant,  respondent : 

1.  The  fact  being  settled  that  the  defendant  had  good 
reasons  to  believe  there  was  a  fire  in  plaintiff's  room,  and  that 
he  acted  without  malice  or  intent  to  injure  the  plaintiff,  he 
was  justified  in  breaking  open  the  door ;  nay,  it  was  his  duty 
to  do  so,  in  the  absence  of  the  occupant.  He  was  the  land- 
lord of  the  whole  house,  and  was  obliged  to  protect  his  own 
and  his  tenant's  property  as  far  as  he  was  able.  It  is  a  very 
ancient  rule  of  the  common  law  that  an  entry  upon  land  to 
save  goods  which  are  in  jeopardy  of  being  lost  or  destroyed 
by  water,  fire  or  any  like  danger  is  not  a  trespass  {Proctor 
agt.  Adams^  113  Maas.^  376). 

II.  The  defendant  had  a  right  to  protect  his  property  by 

the  acts  done.     A  trespass  is  an  unjustifiable  interference 

with  intent  to  injure  plaintiff,  and  such  must  be  shown  to 

sustain    this    action    of    trespass    {Mohan  agt.  Brown^  13 

Wend,,  261). 

III.  The  defendant  had  a  reversionary  right  to  the  pr^taises 
occupied  by  the  plaintiff,  and  therefore  he  had  a  legal  right 
to  enter  to  prevent  damage  by  fire  {JPhdjpB  agt.  Ifowlen^  73 
N.  r.,  89). 

IV.  The  rule  of  damrmum  absque  injuria  applies  to  this 
case,  and  therefore  cannot  be  the  ground  of  an  action. 

'^  Van  Hoesen,  J.  —  The  plaintiff's  rooms  were  not  on  fire, 
though  the  defendant  supposed  they  were.  (The  defendant, 
who  occupied  adjacent  apartments,  broke  into  the  plaintiff's 
room,  and  in  doing  so  committed  some  damage,  to  recover 
for  which  this  action  is  brought^  The  sole  question  is,  is  he 
liable  ?  The  law  seems  to  be  this,  that  in  a  case  of  public 
necessity,  to  prevent  the  spreading  of  a  fire,  any  individual 
may  demolish  a  building  without  being  responsible,  in  tres- 
pass or  otherwise.  If,  however,  such  public  necessity  does 
not  exist,  and  in  point  of  fact  there  is  no  need  of  the  destruc- 
tion,  the    person  who  commits    the  act  is  responsible  in 
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dsmageai^  {Addison  an  Torts  [Dudley  cfe  BayUi  ed\  p. 

In  the  Hayor  of  New  York  agt.  Lord  (18  Wmd.,  132)  V  L'^  ^  V 
chancellor  Walworth  said  "  that  when  it  became  necessary  to 
destroy  the  property  of  an  individual  to  prevent  the  ravages 
of  a  fire,  the  persons  who  did  the  destructions  were  protected 
from  personal  responsibility  where  they  could  show  that  the 
destruction  of  the  property  was  necessary  to  produce  the 
effect,  but  that  they  were,  by  the  common  law,  bound  at  their 
peril  to  decide  correctly  as  to  such  necessity  to  protect  them- 
selves from  liability  to  make  good  the  loss."  / 

In  Taylor  agt.  Plymouth  (8  Metc.^  462)  chief  Justice 
Shaw  uses  language  of  the  same  import.  If  this  be  the  law, 
it  foUows  that  the  judgment  of  the  district  court  must  be 
reversed.  I  am  aware  that  an  argument  may  be  framed  to 
support  the  proposition  that  the  person  who  does  the  injury 
should  be  protected  if  he  breaks  into  a  house  under  such  cir- 
cumstances that  a  jury  could  say  he  had  good  and  reasonable 
ground  for  believing  that  there  was  a  fire  in  it  likely  to  get 
headway  to  adjoining  property,  even  though  it  might  after- 
ward appear  that  there  was  in  fact  no  fire,  and  that  he  had 
been  deceived  by  appearance.  Such  an  argument  might  pos- 
sibly find  some  support  in  the  case  of  the  People  agt.  Shorter  / 
(2  N.  T.J  198). 

Judgment  reversed. 

Joseph  F.  Daly,  J.,  concurred. 


288  KEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Fisher  agt.  Langbein. 


SUPREME  COUET. 

John   Fisher  agt.  Gbobob  F.  Lakgbein  and  J.  C.  Julius 

Langbein. 

Actum  againtt  attorneys  for  false  ifnprisonment — Law  as  to  UaHnUty  qf 
aUomeys  stated — Not  Udblefor  error  of  court  where  there  is  jurisdiction 
of  the  person  and  of  the  sulffect-matter  of  the  action — Sheriff's  risks  and 
haeards. 

An  attorney  and  counselor-at-law  is  not  liable  in  an  action  for  false 
imprisonment  where,  in  a  judicial  proceeding,  he  presents  papers  to  a 
court  of  competent  Jurisdiction,  and  the  court,  after  consideration  and 
after  hearing  and  acting  judicially  upon  the  papers,  grants  an  order  of 
arrest,  and  such  papers  are  afterward  set  a^ide  upon  the  ground  of  error  i 
in  issuing  them.  That  error  of  the  court  not  only  protects  the  attor- 
ney, but  everybody  else.  The  attorney  is  only  liable  for  irregularity  in 
practice. 

It  is  one  of  the  risks  and  hazards  of  the  sheriff's  office  to  determine 
at  his  peril  whether  he  can  or  cannot  further  detain  a  party  in  his  cus- 
tody under  a  certain  writ  or  process  {See  Fisher  agt  Baab  et  di,  66 
How.,  218,  228  ;  58  How.,  221;  81  Jf.  F.,  285). 

Special  Term,  Ifovemher,  1881. 

The  complaint  alleged  that  the  defendants  were  attorneys 
and  coanselors-at-law,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  commenced 
an  action  in  the  conrt  of  common  pleas  for  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York  against  one  John  Raab  and  others,  and 
that  the  defendants  appeared  and  answered  as  the  attorneys 
and  counselors  of  said  Raab  and  forty-one  other  defendants 
in  that  action.  That  defendants  maliciously  procured  a  false 
affidavit  to  be  made,  wherein  the  plaintiff  was  falsely  chai^d 
with  having  committed  an  alleged  contempt  of  said  court  of 
common  pleas,  and  that  the  said  affidavit  was  presented  by 
them  to  judge  Joseph  F.  Daly,  one  of  the  judges  of  said 
court,  for  an  order  adjudging  him  guilty  of  contempt  of 
court;  that  said  judge  made  such  an  order  upon  said  affi- 
davit and  application,  whereupon  the  defendants  wrote  out  a 
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oommitment  and  warrant  for  the  commitment  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  caused  the  eame  to  be  issued  to  the  sheriff  of  the  city 
and  county  of  New  York,  who,  in  obedience  thereto,  arrested 
the  plaintiff  and  committed  him  to  the  common  jail  of  the 
city  and  county  of  New  York.  That  at  the  time  of  such 
arrest  the  plaintiff  was  employed  as  finisher  in  a  machine 
shop,  and  earned  ten  dollars  a  week ;  that  he  thereby  lost  hia 
situation  and  had  to  endure  great  hardships  and  indignity. 
That  the  plaintiff  thereupon  appealed  from  said  order  of 
judge  Daly  to  the  general  term  of  the  court  of  common 
pleas,  where  said  order  was  affirmed,  and  from  there  to  the 
court  of  appeals,  where  said  order  of  judge  Daly  and  of  said 
general  term  were  reversed. 

That  said  order  of  judge  Daly  was  without  lawful  authority 
and  jurisdiction,  and  was  unconstitutional  and  void,  and  that 
by  reason  of  the  premises  he  has  suffered  damages  to  the 
amount  of  $30,000. 

The  defendants  answered  separately.  The  answer  of  George 
F.  Langbein  admitted  that  he  was  an  attorney  and  counselor- 
at-law,  and  while  admitting  the  proceedings  set  forth  in  the 
complaint  as  to  the  action  in  the  court  of  common  pleas,  and 
the  appeals  in  said  complaint  mentioned,  he  denied  all  allega- 
tions of  malice.  For  a  further  and  distinct  defense  he  alleged 
that  this  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  by  and  under  an 
agreement  with  his  attorney  and  counselor  in  this  action, 
Henry  Wehle,  proposed  by  said  "Wehle  and  accepted  and 
agreed  to  by  said  plaintiff ;  said  Wehle,  for  the  purpose  of 
inducing  the  plaintiff  to  place  the  alleged  claim  in  the  com- 
plaint mentioned  in  his  hands  for  prosecution,  agreed  not  only 
to  render  the  services  as  attorney  and  counselor-atrlaw  in  this 
action,  but  also  to  advance  all  the  money  needed  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  prosecute  and  carry  on  this  action,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
agreed  to  and  accepted  the  same,  and  thereupon  lent  his  name 
for  this  action,  and  said  action  was  commenced  by  the  said 
Wehle  pursuant  to  said  agreement  and  not  otherwise,  contrary 
to  and  in  violation  of  section  74  of  the  Oode  of  Civil  Proced- 
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nre,  and  contrary  to  and  in  violation  of  its  spirit  and  intent 
and  of  public  policy.  The  answer  farther  alleged  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  the  real  or  the  sole  party  in  interest,  but  that 
said  unlawful  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  said  Wehle, 
his  attorney,  was  also  for  the  purpose  of  permitting  and  allow- 
ing said  Wehle  to  attempt  to  recover  the  money  of  said  Wehle, 
advanced  and  paid  by  him  as  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  in  said 
action  in  the  court  of  common  pleas  and  the  appeals  therein 
mentioned,  contrary  to  and  in  violation  of  the  statute  {jpart  3, 
tide  2,  cKap.  3,  aa^t  Z  of  the  Remsed  Statutes  of  the  State  of 
New  York\  and  of  said  section  74  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure. 

The  separate  answer  of  the  defendant  J.  C.  Julius  Langbein 
admitted  that  he  was  an  attorney  and  counselor-at-law,  and  by 
way  of  a  further  defense,  and  by  the  way  of  mitigation  alleged 
and  showed : 

I.  In  the  month  of  August,  1878,  the  plaintiff  brought  an 
action  in  the  court  of  common  pleas  for  the  city  and  county 
of  New  York,  against  one  John  Raab  and  about  seventy  other 
defendants,  to  dissolve  an  association  kpown  as  the  ^^  Kranken 
under  Statzung  Verein,  Deutsche  Freu  und  Einigkeit,"  to 
bring  the  funds  of  said  association  into  court,  and  to  distribute 
the  same  according  to  their  appropriate  share  among  the 
members,  and  for  other  relief,  to  which  said  action  and  the 
pleadings  therein  this  defendant  begs  leave  to  refer  upon  the 
trial  of  this  action.  That  on  the  2d  day  of  September,  1878, 
the  plaintiff  obtained  from  the  said  court  a  preliminary 
injunction,  with  an  order  to  show  cause  why  the  same  should 
not  be  made  perpetual^  restraining  the  said  Baab  and  others, 
about  seventy  defendants  (said  Baab  and  said  other  defendants 
who  were  restrained  being  principally  the  officers  and  trustees 
of  said  association),  from  drawing  and  receiving,  and  the 
defendant  Fischer,  as  receiver  of  the  Teutonia  Savings  Bank, 
from  paying  out  the  moneys  deposited  by  said  association  in 
said  bank,  and  why  a  receiver  of  all  the  property  of  said  asso- 
ciation should  not  be  appointed. 
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n.  Upon  the  hearing  of  said  order  to  show  cause  forty-two 
of  said  defendants  (who  had  retained  and  engaged  this  defend- 
ant as  their  attomej-at-law  to  appear  for  and  defend  them  in 
said  action,  in  opposition  thereto  prodaced  affidavits  signed 
and  sworn  to  by  them,  and  which  said  affidavits  this  defend- 
ant, as  their  attorney  as  aforesaid,  as  he  was  in  duty  bound  to 
do  so,  read  to  the  court  or  judge  Joseph  F.  Daly  to  the 
efiect  that  the  plaintiff  himself  made  a  motion  at  a  meeting 
of  said  society  to  dissolve  the  same,  and  then  at  a  subsequent 
meeting  the  plaintiff  himself  also  made  a  motion  to  overthrow 
and  cancel  his  former  motion  and  that  the  society  continue  as 
before.  As  the  effect  of  these  affidavits  was  to  stop  the 
plaintiff  from  claiming,  as  he  did  on  said  motion,  that  the  said 
society  was  dissolved,  his  attorney,  Henry  Wehle,  attempted 
to  impeach  said  affidavits,  claiming  that  they  were  not  signed 
or  sworn  to  understandingly  by  the  said  forty-two  defendants, 
inasmuch  as  they  were  Germans  and  did  not  understand  the 
English  language,  and  therefore  had  not  knowingly  signed 
and  sworn  to  the  same,  and  he  thereupon  argued  and  insisted 
before  said  court  and  judge  that  a  referee  should  be  ordered 
to  determine  and  report  upon  such  facts,  to  which  this  defend- 
ant, for  and  on  behalf  of  and  on  account  of  the  extreme 
poverty  of  his  clients  (the  said  forty-two  defendants),  objected 
and  resisted  before  the  said  court  and  judge,  and  thereupon 
the  question  as  to  who  should  pay  the  expenses  of  the 
reference  was  argued  and  discussed  by  the  defendants  as  such 
attorney,  and  by  the  said  Wehle,  as  attorney  for  the  plaintiff, 
who  informed  said  court  and  judge  that  the  plaintiff  would 
pay  them  in  case  the  referee's  report  was  not  in  his  favor, 
whereupon  the  court  and  judge  Joseph  F.  Daly  made  an 
order  of  reference  dated  September  17, 1878,  which  said  order 
is  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  derk  of  the  said  court,  to  which 
this  defendant  begs  leave  to  refer  upon  the  trial  of  this  action, 

III.  That  after  a  Ibng  protracted  and  tedious  litigation 
before  said  referee  that  officer  made  his  report:  against  the 
plaintiff  upon  the  matters  aforesaid,  and  in  favor  of  the  forty- 
VoL.  LXII        «1 
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two  defendants  for  whom  this  defendant  was  acting;  that 
the  referee  served  a  notice;  that  his  report  was  ready  for 
delivery  upon  the  plaintiff^  the  said  Wehle,  upon  Charles 
Goldzier,  attorney  for  abont  eleven  defendants  seeking 
affirmative  relief,  and  upon  this  defendant ;  that  said  notice 
is  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  said  court,  and  to 
which  this  defendant  begs  leave  to  refer  on  the  trial  of 
this  action ;  that  no  notice  was  taken  or  paid  to  said  notice 
of  tlie  referee,  whereupon  this  defendant,  as  in  duty  bound 
and  by  the  direction  of  the  said  court  judge  Joskph  F. 
Daly  aforesaid,  made  the  affidavit  which  was  sworn  to  by 
this  defendant  on  the  27th  day  of  November,  1878,  and 
which  is  the  affidavit  referred  to  in  the  third  paragraph  of  the 
complaint  herein,  that  said  affidavit  was  true  then,  and  this 
defendant  reiterates  and  swears  it  is  true  now  and  was  not 
then  false,  nor  that  the  said  affidavit  was  not  made,  signed  or 
sworn  to,  either  maliciously,  falsely  or  wrongfully,  as  against 
the  plaintiff,  but  was  signed  and  sworn  to  in  perfect  and 
entire  good  faith  by  this  defendant  in  the  lawful,  proper  and 
honest  discharge  of  his  duty  as  the  attorney  for  said  forty- 
two  defendants  and  for  and  on  their  behalf  and  benefit  and  in 
their  interest  while  performing,  discharging  and  attending  to 
his  legal  professional  duties  aforesaid,  and  not  otherwise,  and 
to  simply  and  plainly  submit  to  the  court  by  its  directions,  as 
aforesaid,  and  lay  before  it  the  facts  in  said  matter  pursuant 
to  this  defendant's  legal  professional  duty  and  the  direction 
of  said  court,  judge  Joseph  F.  Daly,  for  the  judicial  action 
of  the  said  court  and  judge  thereon. 

IV.  That  thereupon  this  defendant  in  the  discharge  of  his 
said  duty,  and  pursuant  to  the  direction  of  said  court,  and 
without  any  malice  or  wrongful  intent  towards  the  plaintiff, 
submitted  to  and  laid  before  the  said  court  the  facts  in  said 
matter  and  presented  the  same  in  said  affidavits,  together 
with  the  other  papers,  to  the  said  court,  and  said  court  on  said 
facts  as  thus  presented  to  it,  and  on  said  27th  day  of  Novem- 
ber, 1878,  made  an  order  directing  the  plaintiff  to  pay  to  the 
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Bald  referee  his  fees  within  three  days  from  the  date  of  said 
order  or  show  canse  at  a  time  stated  therein  why  he  should 
not  be  committed  for  contempt,  which  said  order,  together 
with  all  the  papers  therein  recited,  are  on  file  in  the  office  of 
the  clerk  of  the  said  court,  and  to  all  of  which  this  defend- 
ant begs  leave  to  refer  upon  the  trial  of  this  action.  That 
upon  the  return  and  hearing  of  said  order  the  plaintiff 
appeared  by  said  Wehle,  as  his  attorney,  and  did  not  deny  the 
f^ct  that  the  referee  had  found  that  a  majority  of  the  said 
forty-two  defendants  had  sworn  that  they  bad  understand- 
ingly  made  the  statements  which  appeared  in  their  said  affida- 
vits, but  merely  raised  technical  objections  as  to  the  practical 
part  of  the  procedure  thereupon ;  whereupon  the  said  court, 
on  the  4th  day  of  December,  1878,  upon  the  facts  before  said 
court  and  on  the  said  hearing,  found  and  stated  the  facts  and 
expressed  its  judicial  views  in  writing  in  an  opinion  which  is 
on  file  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  said  court,  a  copy  of  which 
opinion  this  defendant  annexes  hereto  and  makes  it  part  of 
his  answer,  and  marks  it  ^^  A."  That  thereupon  this  defend- 
ant, to  carry  out  the  judicial  views  of  the  said  court  and  in 
the  lawful  and  proper  discharge  of  his  duty  as  such  attorney 
aforesaid,  in  entire  good  faith  and  without  any  malice  or 
wrongful  intent  towards  the  plaintiff  Whatsoever,  and  under 
the  direction  of  said  court  and  judge,  made  and  dated  Decem- 
ber 4, 1878,  and  which  is  the  order  referred  to  in  the  fouith 
paragraph  of  the  complaint  herein,  and  is  marked  ^^A." 
That  thereupon  and  on  the  said  4th  day  of  December,  1878,  this 
defendant,  as  such  attorney  and  in  the  lawful  and  proper  dis- 
charge of  his  duty  as  such,  and  without  any  malice  or  wrong- 
ful intent  whatsoever  towards  the  plaintiff,  to  carry  out  the 
order  of  said  court,  and  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the  said 
order  into  effect,  drew  the  warrant  for  the  clerk  of  said  court, 
pursuant  to  the  order  of  said  court  of  December  4,  1878, 
whereupon  the  derk  of  said  court  signed  and  sealed  the  same, 
as  he  was  in  duty  boimd  to  do ;  and  pursuant  to  the  order  of 
the  &id  court,  the  said  warrant  was  issued  to  the  sheriff  of 
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the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  who,  as  this  defendant  is 
infonned  and  believes,  in  obedience  thereto,  duly  conveyed 
the  plaintiff  to  the  common  jail  of  the  city  a^  county  of  New 
York,  and  said  warrant  is  the  one  referred  to  in  the  fifth  para- 
graph of  the  complaint  herein,  is  thereto  annexed  and 
marked  "  B." 

Y.  That  thereupon  the  said  Wehle,  as  attorney  aforesaid, 
obtained  a  writ  of  habeas  oorptis  from  the  supreme  court, 
New  York  (first  department),  and  said  court  judge  John  R. 
Brady,  after  argument  upon  the  merits,  dismissed  the  said 
writ,  with  costs,  the  court  writings  an  opinion,  whicA  is  on 
file  with  the  clerk  of  said  supreme  court,  a  copy  of  which  is 
hereto  annexed,  made  part  of  this  answer  and  marked  "  B." 

VI.  That  thereupon  the  said  Wehle,  as  attorney  aforesaid, 
obtained  another  writ  of  habeas  corpus  from  the  said  suprenie 
court.  Presiding  justice  Noah  Davis,  after  argument  upon 
the  merits,  dismissed  said  writ,  with  costs.  The  said  order  of 
dismissal  is  on  file  with  the  clerk  of  said  supreme  court,  to 
which  this  defendant  begs  leave  to  refer  upon  the  trial  of  this 
action.  That  neither  of  said  orders  of  dismissal  were  ever 
appealed  from,  were  never  reversed  and  are  still  valid  and  in 
full  force  and  effect. 

VII.  That  on  the  17th  day  of  December,  1878,  the  plaintiff 
appealed  from  the  said  order  of  December  4,  1878,  to  the 
general  term  of  the  court  of  common  pleas  for  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York,  and  pending  said  appeal  made  a  motion 
to  the  said  court  or  judge  for  a  stay  of  proceedings,  upon 
which  application  the  said  court  or  judge  made  a  memo- 
randum or  opinion  for  counsel,  which  is  on  file  with  the  clerk 
of  said  court,  a  copy  of  which  is  hereto  annexed,  marked 
'^A 1,"  and  is  made  part  of  this  answer ;  that  said  court 
reversed  said  order  upon  the  technical  ground  that  the  per- 
son who  made  the  demand  for  the  referee's  fees  did  not,  when 
making  sndi  demand,  exhibit  his  authority  to  collect  the 
money,  and  that  ground  being  of  a  purely  technical  nature, 
the  said  court  exacted  that  the  plaintiff  should  give  a  sfeipula- 
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tion  not  to  sue  on  account  of  his  imprisonnient.  The  said 
court  wrote  an  opinion  on  said  reversal,  which  is  on  file  with 
the  derk  of  said  court,  a  copy  of  which  is  hereto  annexed, 
marked  ^'  C,''  and  made  part  of  this  answer ;  that  the  plaintiff 
refused  to  give  such  stipulation,  whereupon  the  said  court 
(general  term)  affirmed  the  said  order  of  December  4, 1878, 
with  costs,  which  order  of  affirmance  is  on  file  with  the  said 
court,  and  to  which  this  defendant  begs  leave  to  refer  upon 
the  trial  of  this  action.  That  thereupon  the  plaintiff  appealed 
from  said  order  of  December  4,  1878,  and  from  said  order  of 
affirmance  dated  January  19,  1880,  to  the  court  of  appeals  of 
the  state  of  New  York,  and  said  last  mentioned  court  reversed 
the  said  orders  appealed  from,  writing  an  opinion,  a  copy  of 
which  is  hereto  annexed  marked  ^'  D,"  and  is  made  part  of 
this  answer.  That  thereupon,  in  the  month  of  November, 
1880,  the  pUiintiff  commenced  this  action  against  this  defend- 
ant and  the  codefendant,  and  the  facts  and  matters  aforesaid 
are  the  matters  of  which  the  plaintiff  complains  in  his  com- 
plaint herein. 

This  defendant  specially  avers  and  alleges  that  from  the 
commencement  of  said  action  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  said 
John  Eaab  and  said  about  seventy  other  defendants,  and  up 
to  and  including  this  time,  he  has  not  had  or  entertained, 
nor  has  he  now  nor  does  he  now  entertain  any  malice  or 
wrongful  intent,  either  personally  or  otherwise,  against  the 
plaintiff ;  that  all  the  acts,  doings  and  proceedings  in  said  mat- 
ter and  action  toward  the  plaintiff,  from  the  commencement 
thereof  up  to  and  including  the  present  time,  were  done  and 
performed  by  him,  this  defendant,  in  entire  good  faith,  as  the 
attorney  for  the  said  forty-two  defendants,  and  under  the 
direction  of,  and  to  carry  out  the  judicial  views  of  the  said 
court  and  judge,  and  in  the  lawful  and  proper  discharge  of 
his  duty  as  such  attorney  and  as  an  officer  of  said  court,  and 
without  any  malice  or  malicious  or  wrongful  intentions  what- 
soever toward  plaintiff  herein.    After  the  plaintiff  had  rested 
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his  case  a  motion  was  made  to  dismiss  the  compkint,  upon 
the  ground  that  no  cause  of  action  had  been  proven. 

Jesse  K.  Furlong  appeared  for  defendant. 

t/.  C.  Julius  Lomgheiny  Oeorge  F.  Langhei/n  appeared  for 
themselves  in  person. 

Cardazo  <&  Nefvocomhe  appeared  as  counsel  for  defendants. 

Ex-judge  Cabdozo,  on  the  motion  to  dismiss,  made  and 
argued  the  following  points  : 

I.  The  defendants  acted  in  good  faith  as  attorneys  and 
counselors  of  this  court,  without  fraud,  falsehood  or  malice 
towards  the  plaintiff,  and  are  therefore  not  liable.  The  foun- 
dation on  which  the  liability  of  a  person  for  malicious  arrest 
must  rest  is,  that  the  party  obtaining  the  order  or  authority 
from  a  judge  for  the  arrest  has  imposed  upon  the  latter  by 
some  false  statement,  some  suggeatio  falsiy  suppressio  vert, 
and  has  therefore  satisfied  him  not  only  of  the  existence  of 
the  debt  to  the  requisite  amount,  but  also  that  there  is  reason- 
able ground  for  supposing  the  debtor  to  be  about  to  quit  the 
country.  If,  without  fraud  or  falsehood,  upon  an  affidavit 
fairly  stating  the  facts,  the  party  succeeds  in  satisfying  a  judge 
that  the  defendant  is  about  to  quit  the  country,  and  so  obtains 
an  order  for  a  capias  to  arrest  him,  he  is  not  liable  to  an 
action,  though  the  defendant  had  no  such  intention  {See  Reg. 
Gen,  Mich.  T.,  1869  R.;  6  Z.  .B.,  6 ;  2  B.,  670,  671).  The 
discharge  of  the  defendant  affords  no  ground  of  action  against 
the  party  procuring  the  arrest  if  the  original  order  for  the 
arrest  was  fairly  obtained,  as  it  is  a  judicial  act,  and  a  person 
concerned  in  enforcing  it  is  not  responsible  for  its  correctness. 
Where,  however,  the  facts  are  not  truly  stated,  and  the  court 
or  judge  has  been  put  in  motion  without  reasonable  and  prob- 
able cause,  and  the  party  making  the  affidavit  or  procuring 
the  order  for  the  arrest  was  guilty  of  falsehood  or  of  culpable 
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negligence  in  swearing  to  facts  withont  knowing  whether 
they  were  true  or  false,  there  will  be  evidence  of  malice,  and 
he  will  be  responsible  in  damages  {Daniela  agt.  Fidding^  16 
JU.  (&  W.y  207 ;  Gibbons  agt.  AUisotiy  8  Common  Bench  jff., 
185 ;  Ross  agt.  Norman^  5  tjj^h.^  359 ;  Addison  on  Torts^  vol,  2 
[  Wood^s  ed.  of  1876],  j>p.  83,  84).  But  if  an  attorney  mali- 
ciously and  without  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause,  knowing 
that  his  client  has  no  just  claim  against  the  plaintiff,  assists  in 
putting  the  law  in  motion  and  affects  an  unlawful  and  mali- 
cious arrest,  he  as  well  as  his  client,  who  has  authorized  the 
proceeding,  will  be  responsible  in  damages  {StocJdey  agt. 
Bomidge^  8  C.  cfe  P.,  16 ;  Addison  on  Torts^  vol.  2  [  Wood^s 
^.  of  1876],jp.  85). 

II.  Parties  and  their  attorneys  are  liable  for  issuing  void  or 
irregular  process,  and  are  responsible  for  all  damages  and 
injury  done  after  it  has  been  set  aside  by  the  court  or  judge, 
unless  it  has  been  set  aside  for  error  or  on  the  terms  that  no 
action  shall  be  brought.  In  the  case  at  bar  the  special  term 
judge  erred  as  to  the  manner  in  which  referee's  fees  should 
be  collected  under  the  statute,  and  this  is  all  that  the  court  of 
appeals  has  decided  in  the  case  of  Fisher  agt.  Radb  (81  .ZT 
Z:,  p.  235) ;  Addison,  on  TorU,  vol.  2  (2  WarWs  ed.  of  1876) 
jp.  144 ;  Covmiess  of  Rutland  %  case  (6  Rep.^  54,  a) ;  Cotes 
agt.  MichxieL  (3  Zey.,  20).  If  acts  of  trespass  have  been  com- 
mitted under  color  of  legal  process,  which  has  been  set  aside 
as  irregular,  both  the  client  who  commands  the  attorney 
and  the  attorney  who  sues  out  the  process  are  responsible 
as  principal  in  the  commission  of  the  acts  of  trespass  done  by 
their  procurement  and  commandment ;  but  it  is  otherwise  if 
the  issue  of  the  process  is  a  judicial  act,  and  the  process  is 
afterwards  set  aside,  not  for  irregularity  but  for  error  (  Wil- 
liams agt.  Smithy  14  Comm/m  Bench  Report^  page  196,  vol. 
108 ;  English  Corwmon  Law  Reports^pa^e  596 ;  Addison  on 
TortSy  vol.  2,  Wood^s  ed.  of  1876,  jp.  156 ;  Cooper  v.  Harding ^ 
Queen^s  Bench  Reports^  vol.  7,  p.  928).  A  person  causing 
process  to  be  issued  is  not  responsible  for  anything  that  is 
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due  under  it  where  the  procees  is  afterwards  set  aside,  not  for 
irregularity  but  for  error.  In  the  one  case  a  man  acts  irregu- 
larly and  improperly,  without  the  sanction  of  any  court.  i 
He  therefore  takes  the  consequences  of  his  own  unauthorized  * 
act.  But  where  he  relies  upon  the  judgment  of  a  competent 
court  he  is  protected  {Addison  on  TortSy  vol.  2  [  Wood^s  ed. 
of  1876],  pa^e  41,  cmd  cases  cited).  A  judgment  protects  the 
party  for  acts  done  under  it,  although  subsequently  reversed 
for  error.  It  is  otherwise  if  the  judgment  is  set  aside  for 
irregularity.  Where  a  judgment  is  irregular  the  party  is 
chargeable  with  the  irregularity,  but  the  court  only  is  respon- 
sible for  error  {Simpson  agt.  Hombecky  3  Zans.^  53), 

Messrs.  Wehle  dk  Jordan  and  Charles  Wehle,  for  plaintiff. 

C.  Bai/nhridge  Smithy  of  counsel  for  plaintiff,  in  opposition 
to  the  motion  to  dismiss  cited  Cooper  agt.  Harding  {supra)^ 
and  Addison  on  Torts  {vol.  %  WooWs  ed.  of  1876,  p.  41), 
and  contended  that  the  acts  of  defendants  in  procuring  the 
arrest  of  the  plaintiff  were  irregular  and  malicious,  and  the 
order  of  the  special  term  unconstitutional  and  void. 

Lawbenge,  J.  —  The  examination  which  I  have  been 
enabled  to  give  to  this  case  since  recess  has  only  served  to 
strengthen  the  opinion  which  I  intimated  to  counsel  before 
the  court  rose.  It  is  conceded  on  all  hands,  that  the  court  of 
common  pleas  had  jurisdiction  in  the  case  of  Fisher  agt.  Saab 
et  al.j  in  which  the  original  order,  which  has  been  the  cause 
of  this  controversy  between  these  parties  was  made.  The 
order  was  made  by  that  court,  a  court  of  competent  jurisdic- 
tion, after  this  plaintiff  and  his  opponents  had  been  heard 
and  after  full  consideration  of  the  subject.  It  is  true  that 
upon  appeal  the  court  of  appeals  has  reversed  the  order  of 
the  special  term  and  also  the  order  of  the  general  terra  of 
the  common  pleas  affirming  the  order  of  the  special  term,  and 
has  declared  that  that  order  was  erroneous.     But  they  have 
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nowhere  declared  that  the  court  of  common  pleas  did  not 
have  jariBdiction  of  the  aetion  of  Fi%her  agt.  Raah  et  al.j 
and  therefore,  to  my  mind,  the  case  presents  the  feature 
of  a  case  in  which  both  the  special  and  general  terms  have 
decided  one  way  and  the  court  of  appeals  after  consider- 
ation have  decided  another,  and  I  think  it  would  be  a  very 
dangerous  rule  for  any  court  to  lay  down  that  a  counsel  or  an 
attorney  who  has  been  sustained  by  the  courts  below  in  the 
proceeding  which  he  had  adopted,  a  proceeding  taken  after 
full  consideration,  after  all  the  parties  had  been  heard  and  all 
their  rights  considered,  should  be  liable  in  an  action  at  the 
hands  of  the  party  against  whom  the  proceedings  were  taken. 
The  cases  which  have  been  cited  from  the  English  courts  are 
extremely  strong.  On  this  point  I  cannot  distinguish  the  case 
of  WiUiams  agt.  Smith  and  cases  cited  (14  Common  Bench 
Heparis  \_N.  5.],  p.  196 ;  vol.  108  of  the  English  Oommon 
Lorn  Reports^  p.  696)  in  any  particular  from  this  case.  The 
head-note  by  the  reporter  is  as  follows : 

"  Upon  a  change  in  solicitors  in  certain  suits  in  equity  an 
order  was  made  by  the  master  of  the  rolls  requiring  the 
former  solicitor  to  hand  over  to  the  newly-appointed  solicitor 
all  papers  and  documents  in  his  possession,  custody  or  power 
relating  to  the  snits.  Some  of  the  papers  were  in  the  hands 
of  counsel  and  others  in  the  hands  of  a  law  stationer  who 
respectively  claimed  liens  thereon  for  fees  and  charges,  and 
the  solicitor  aDeging  that  his  client  had  undertaken  to  provide 
funds  for  fees  and  disbursements,  but  had  failed  to  do  so  was 
consequently  unable  to  comply  with  the  order  as  to  those 
papers.  The  newly-appointed  solicitor  upon  an  a£Sdavit  alleg- 
ing the  neglect  to  obey  the  order,  but  not  mentioning  the 
excuse  set  up,  obtained  from  the  clerk  of  the  records  and 
writs  a  writ  of  attachment  under  which  the  former  solicitor 
(already  in  cnstody  for  debt)  was  detained.  An  application 
having  been  fruitlessly  made  to  the  master  of  the  rolls  to  set 
aside  the  judgment  upon  a  statement  of  all  the  facts  the 
former  solicitor  appealed  to  the  lords  justices,  who  reversed 
Vol.  LXII        32 
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the  decision  of  the  master  of  the  rolls,  with  costs,  and  ordered 
the  writ  to  be  set  aside  and  the  solicitor  discharged  from 
custody.  It  was  held  that  neither  the  solicitor  who  so  sued 
oat  the  attachment  nor  the  client  was  liable  in  trespass."  I 
cannot  distinguish  the  case  at  bar  from  that  case  in  any 
particular. 

Now,  as  regards  the  regularity  which  was  spoken  of  by  Mr. 
Smith,  I  think  that  was  a  matter  entirely  within  the  power  of 
the  court  to  answer ;  and  as  to  the  detention  of  the  plaintiff 
by  the  sheriff  after  he  had  made  payment,  that  seems  to  me  to 
be  an  act  of  the  sheriff.  The  sheriff  was  not  obliged  to  tako 
Mr.  Langbein's  opinion,  nor  was  Mr.  Langbein  bound  to  give 
any  opinion.  There  was  the  order  of  the  court,  the  commit- 
ment and  the  act  of  the  sheriff.  It  is  one  of  the  risks  and 
hazards  of  the  sheriff's  office  to  determine  at  his  peril  whether 
he  can  or  cannot  further  detain  a  party  in  his  custody  under 
a  certain  writ  or  process.  I  wish  also  to  say,  in  dismissing 
the  complaint,  I  rely  not  only  upon  the  case  to  which  I  have 
referred  at  length  from  the  English  reports,  but  also  to  another 
English  case,  the  case  of  Cooper  agt.  Ha/rding  (which  is 
reported  in  7  Adol.  cfe  EU.  \^N.  5.],^.  928  and  foUowi^ig 
pages ;  and  also  Simpson  agt.  Horniecky  3  Lans.y  54),  refer- 
red to  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendants. 

I  desire  also  to  state  generally,  as  I  have  endeavored  to  state 
before,  that  if  any  wrong  was  done  to  the  plaintiff  in  this  case, 
it  seems  to  me  to  have  proceeded  from  the  error  of  a  judicial 
tribunal  for  which  an  attorney  and  counselor  could  not  and 
ought  not  to  be  held  liable. 

I  ought  also  to  state  that  it  appears  from  the  testimony  in 
the  case  that  not  only  was  the  cause  of  the  Messrs.  Langbein 
predicated  upon  the  action  of  the  court  of  common  pleas,  but 
it  was  certainly  sustained  by  the  judicial  determination  of 
two  justices  of  the  supreme  court,  presiding  justice  Davis 
and  justice  Bbady. 

For  these  reasons  I  dismiss  the  complaint. 
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SUPEEME  COUET. 
Edwabd  T.  Maoauban  agt.  Charles  L.  Tiffany  and  another. 

Thtut  with  respect  to  stock  in  a  corporation  —  accountiny  hy  trustee — pleading. 

Where  the  plaintiff's  complaint  alleged  that  the  defendants  jointly  agreed 
that  each  should  hold  in  trust  for  plaintiff  twenty  shares  of  stock  of  a 
corporation,  until  the  dividends  which  might  be  realized  on  the  forty 
shares  should  amount  to  the  price  of  the  shares  of  the  stock,  and  that 
one  of  the  defendants  sold  the  twenty  shares  held  by  him,  in  trust,  to 
his  codefendant: 

&ld  (oyerruling  demurrer  to  the  complaint),  that  though  not  enough  is 
shown  to  call  upon  defendant  for  a  specific  account,  the  action  is 
proper  to  the  extent  of  obtaining  a  Judicial  determination  as  to  the 
existence  of  a  trust  with  respect  to  the  twenty  shares  which  one  defend- 
ant sold  to  the  other,  as  with  knowled(j;e  of  the  trust  such  defendant 
could  not  purchase  to  his  own  use  these  shares. 

In  the  construction  of  pleadings  regard  must  be  had  to  the  facts  stated, 
and  a  pleading  cannot  be  sustained  upon  implications,  unless  they  neces- 
sarily follow  from  what  has  been  alleged. 

Special  Term^  November^  1881. 

Dkmubbeb  to  complaint. 

Charles  MiUeVy  for  demurrer. 

Richa/rd  O^OormaUy  opposed. 

Van  Vobst,  J.  —  I  do  not  think  that  the  demnrrer  of  the 
defendant  TifEany  is  well  taken.  The  plaintiff  may  not  be 
entitled  to  all  the  relief  he  asks,  but  the  prayer  to  the  com- 
plaint is  not  a  subject  of  demurrer.  The  question  arises, 
under  the  issue  of  law  —  which  concedes  for  the  present  pur- 
pose all  the  allegations  of  fact  which  the  complaint  alleges  — 
is  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  any  relief  ? 

The  agreement  with  respect  to  the  forty  shares  of  stock  is 
alleged  to  have  been  made  with  both  defendants.  They 
jointly  agreed  that  each  defendant  should  hold  in  trust  for 
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the  plaintiff  twenty  shares  of  stock  until  the  dividends  which 
might,  from  time  to  time,  be  realized  or  accrue  on  the  forty 
shares,  should  amount  to  the  price  of  the  shares  of  stock. 

That  agreement  has  been  violated  by  the  defendant  Reed, 
who  has  sold  the  twenty  shares  held  bj  him  in  trust  to  his 
codefendant.  With  knowledge  of  the  trust  the  defendant 
Tiffany  could  not  purchase  to  his  own  use  those  shares.  But 
the  trust  would  attach  to  them  in  his  hands.  To  the  extent 
of  obtaining  a  judicial  determination  as  to  the  existence  of  a 
trust  with  respect  to  those  twenty  shares,  the  action  is  proper, 
and  that  disposes  of  the  question  raised  by  the  demurrer 
adversely  to  the  plaintiff. 

Had  the  question  turned  exclusively  upon  the  defendants' 
liability  at  this  moment  to  render  an  account  of  dividends  and 
profits,  I  should  hesitate  to  say  that  enough  was  alleged  to  call 
for  a  specific  account. 

Undoubtedly  persons  standing  in  a  trust  relation,  as  these 
defendants  do,  can  appropriately  be  asked  for  an  account  of 
dividends  and  profits  which  have  accrued,  the  knowledge 
of  which  is  presumably  in  their  possession  and  not  in  the 
plaintiff's.  But  trustees  are  not  to  be  vexed  with  unreasonable 
or  unnecessary  calls  in  this  direction.  It  does  not  distinctly 
appear  that  they  have  never  given  or  rendered  statements  of 
these  dividends  and  profits.  It  is  true  that  they  have  refused 
this  last  demand,  but  to  justify  the  court  in  concluding  that 
the  refusal  was  unwarranted  it  should  plainly  appear  that  no 
account  within  a  reasonable  time  had  been  previously  rendered. 
It  may  be  urged  that  there  is  an  implication  that  no  account 
or  statement  had  been  rendered  before  the  last  demand.  No 
such  implication  necessarily  arises  from  the  allegations  of  the 
complaint. 

In  the  construction  of  pleadings  regard  must  be  had  to  the 
facts  stated,  and  a  pleading  cannot  be  sustained  upon  implica- 
tions unless  they  of  necessity  follow  from  what  has  been 
alleged. 

In  addition  to  this  the  plaintiff,  in  substance,  avers  knowledge 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  258 

Adams  agt.  Roberts. 

of  the  amount  of  the  dividends  obtained  through  information 
which  he  believes  to  be  true.  Ho  states  in  figures  the  amount| 
and  it  falls  far  short  of  the  sum  which  would  entitle  him  to 
tho  f^tock. 

In  view  of  this  fact  no  practical  use  could  be  made  of  any 
further  knowledge  at  this  time  as  to  the  amount  of  the  divi- 
dends under  the  conditions  upon  which  the  stock  was  to  be 
held,  and  under  which  the  plaintifE  would  be  entitled  to  its 
actual  possession. 

For  the  reason  first  above  assigned,  however,  there  must  be 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer  with  liberty  to  the 
defendant  to  answer  on  payment  of  costs. 


SUPKEME  COURT. 


Chakles  W.  Adams,  appellant,  agt.  Edward  Roberts, 

respondent. 

Bepfy^  ^6Ct  €f  failure  to  reply  vihere  the  same  is  necessary — Cdunter- 
daim —  Code  of  CHvil  Procedure ,  sections  515,  516. 

Though  failure  to  reply,  iQ  a  case  where  a  reply  is  necessary  under  the 
Code,  does  not  prevent  the  party  from  bringing  his  cause  on  for  trial, 
yet  a  motion  by  plaintiff  to  place  the  cause  on  the  special  circuit  calen- 
dar was  properly  denied,  for  the  reason  that  plaintiff  had  not  served  a 
reply,  because  the  counter-claim  being  admitted  there  was  no  issue,  the 
only  question  being  as  to  the  amount  of  damages. 

First  Departmenty  General  Term^  Jidy^  1881. 

Before  Davis,  /^  c/.,  Brady  and  Daniels,  JJ. 

Appeal  from  an  order  denying  motion  to  place  the  canse 
on  the  special  circuit  calendar,  for  the  reason  that  the  plaintiff 
had  not  served  a  reply. 

Cuher  (&  Betts^  for  appellant. 

O.  S,  P.  S^iUma/n,  for  respondent. 


254  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Adams  agt  Roberts. 


Brady,  e/.  —  This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  valne 
of  service  rendered  and  materials  furnished  in  the  printing 
of  a  case  and  points  on  appeal.  The  answer  denies  the  agree- 
ment alleged  in  the  complaint,  and  charges  a  breach  of  the 
agreement  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and  claims  damages 
for  such  breach.  No  reply  was  served  to  the  answer,  and  no 
order  was  made  requiring  the  plaintiff  so  to  do. 

When  the  motion  was  made  in  the  court  below  the  defend- 
ant objected  that  the  plaintiff^s  motion  was  made  on  four  days' 
notice,  instead  of  eight ;  that  there  was  no  final  issue,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  was  in  default  for  want  of  a  reply.  The  motion 
was  denied,  however,  oh  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had 
failed  to  serve  a  reply. 

By  section  515  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  it  is  pro- 
vided that  where  the  answer  contains  a  counter-claim  the 
plaintiff,  if  he  does  not  demur,  may  reply  to  the  counter- 
claim. The  same  section  further  provides  that  if  the  plaintiff 
fails  to  reply  or  demur  to  the  counter-claim  the  defendant 
may  apply  upon  notice  for  judgment,  when  a  reference  may 
be  ordered  or  a  writ  of  inquiry  issued  as  may  be  determined 
by  the  court  to  which  such  application  is  made. 

Section  516  contains  nothing  authorizing  the  court  to 
require  a  reply  to  a  counter-claim.  Its  provision  is,  that  when 
an  answer  contains  new  matter  constituting  a  defense  by  way 
of  avoidance,  the  court  may,  in  its  discretion  on  the  defend- 
ant's application,  direct  the  plaintiff  to  reply;  and  the  pro- 
ceedings, upon  failure  to  reply,  are  subject  to  the  same  rules 
as  in  the  case  of  a  counter-claim ;  that  is  to  say,  if  the  court 
directs  on  application  a  reply  to  be  made,  and  the  reply  be 
not  made,  then  the  case  is  subject  to  the  same  rules  as  are 
provided  in  the  case  of  a  counter-claim.  That  section  does 
not  apply  here  for  the  reason  that  no  application  was  made 
for  a  reply,  and  for  the  further  reason  that  if  an  application 
had  been  made  under  that  section  for  a  reply,  inasmuch  as  a 
counter-claim  is  set  up,  its  provisions  could  not  be  invoked. 

The  failure  to  reply,  in  a  case  where  a  reply  is  necessary 
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imder  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  may  not  prevent  the 
party  from  bringing  his  cause  on  for  trial.  ^He  has  a  right 
no  doubt  to  do  so  without  a  reply,  and  .  when  it  is  reached 
upon  the  calendar  the  defendant  can  then  assert  any  rights 
acquired  by  the  omission  of  the  plaintiff  to  serve  a  reply. 

The  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  wait  until  the  defendant 
chooses  to  make  a  motion  for  judgment,  as  he  may  do  under 
section  515  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  If  he  prefers 
to  bring  his  cause  to  trial  he  may  do  so  and  take  the  conse- 
quences of  such  a  step.  But  the  special  calendar  is  designed 
for  issues  to  be  tried,  and  this  case  is  not  therefore  within  its 
purview.  There  is  no  issue  because,  as  we  have  seen,  the 
counter-claim  is  admitted,  and  the  only  question  to  be  exam- 
ined is  one  relating  to  the  amount  of  damages. 

For  these  reasons  the  order  appealed  from  was  correctly 
made  and  must  be  affirmed,  with  ten  dollars  costs  and 
disbursements. 

All  concur. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


Mabgabet  a.  Dickinson  agt.  The  Mayor,  Aldermen  and 
Commonalty  of  the  City  of  New  York. 

LimUaiums,  statute  of —  Action  against  city  for  damages  for  ir^uries  stts- 
taiinsd  from  falUng  upon  erosswtUk  by  reason  of  aceumtUatum  of  ice  and 
snow — What  period  of  limitation  appUes —  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  see- 
Hans  882,  883. 

In  a  suit  against  the  city  for  damages  for  in jiiries  sustained  from  falling 
upon  a  crosswalk  in  which  the  complaint  alleges  that  defendant,  not- 
withstanding it  was  its  duty  to  keep  the  streets  in  good  order  and 
repair  and  not  to  suffer  the  ice  or  snow  to  remain  in  such  condition  on 
the  crosswalks  as  to  make  it  unsafe  and  dangerous  for  foot  passengers, 
had  improperly,  carelessly,  negligently  and  unlawfully  suffered  ice  and 
snow  to  remain  upon  the  crosswalk  where  plaintiff  fell,  in  such  a  con- 
dition as  to  render  it  dangerous  for  ordinary  use: 

Edd  (upon  demurrer  to  answer  setting  up  statute  of  limitations),  that  sub- 
division  5  of  section  888  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  prescribing  a 
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limitation  of  three  years  for  actions  based  upon  negligence  does  not 
apply,  and  that  defendant's  alleged  neglect  in  suffering  ice  and  snow 
to  remain  on  the  crosswalk  so  as  to  be  unsafe  and  dangerous  to  foot 
passengers  was  a  wrongful  act  within  the  purview  of  section  882  pre- 
scribing six  years  as  a  limitation  to  actions  arising  for  such  cause. 

Special  Term^  DecembeTj  1881. 

Clifford  A .  H.  BarUettj  for  demurrant 

WiUiam  C.  Whitney  and  D.  J,  Deariy  for  respondent. 

Larbemorb,  J.  —  The  complaint  avers  {inter  alia)  that  it 
was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  keep  and  maintain  the 
streets  and  avennes  of  the  city  in  good  order  and  repair  and 
not  to  suffer  the  ice  or  snow  to  be  or  remain  in  such  a  con- 
dition on  the  crosswalks  thereof  as  to  make  it  unsafe  and 
dangerous  for  foot  passengers ;  that,  notwithstanding  its  said 
duty,  the  defendant  at  and  for  a  long  time  prior  to  January 
10,  1877,  improperly,  carelessly,  negligently  and  unlawfully 
suffered  ice  and  snow  to  be  and  remain  upon  the  crosswalks 
on  the  east  side  of  Eighth  avenue  at  the  intersection  of 
Eighteenth  street,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  in  such  a  condi- 
tion as  to  render  it  dangerous  for  ordinary  use ;  that  on  the 
day  last  named  the  plaintiff  while  lawfully  passing  over  and 
upon  such  crosswalk,  and  without  any  fault  on  her  part,  was 
suddenly  thrown  down  fracturing  her  thigh,  in  consequence 
of  which  injury  and  the  pain  and  suffering  incident  thereto 
she  has  sustained  damages  in  the  sum  of  $15,000 ;  that  on 
April  28,  1881,  she  presented  the  claim  upon  which  this 
action  is  brought,  in  writing,  to  the  comptroller  of  the  city  of 
New  York  and  demanded  payment  thereof ;  that  thirty  days 
have  elapsed  and  the  same  has  not  been  paid. 

The  defendant  answered  denying  the  facts  alleged  for  want 
of  sufficient  information  and  belief,  and  setting  up  as  a  defense 
contributory  negligence  and  the  statute  of  l^'mitations ;  that 
more  than  three  years  have  elapsed  since  the  alleged  cause  of 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  167 

Dickinson  agt  The  Mayor,  Ac,,  of  New  York. 

action  aroso.     To  which  hst  mentioned  defense  the  plaintiff 
demurs. 

Counsel  for  the  defendant  insists  that  the  ground  of  the 
action  is  negligence,  and  that  subdivision  5  of  section  383  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  applies.  On  the  contrary,  it  is 
urged  that  the  damages  sought  to  be  recovered  are  based 
upon  the  unlawful  act  of  the  defendant  in  allowing  its  public 
thoroughfares  to  become  impassable  and  dangerous,  and  that 
the  personal  injury  complained  of  is  clearly  within  the  mean- 
ing and  contemplation  of  subdivision  8  of  section  382,  as 
explained  and  defined  by  subdivision  9  of  section  3343  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

Section  382  embraces  within  its  limitations  what  section  92 
of  the  old  Code  did  not,  viz.,  an  action  for  a  personal  injury, 
except  in  a  case  when  a  different  period  is  expressly  pre- 
scribed. Section  383  provides  for  a  personal  injury  resulting 
from  negligence.  The  inquiry  therefore  will  be,  under  which 
section  the  present  action  belongs. 

In  Irvine  agt.  Wood  (51  iV.  7*.,  224)  it  was  decided  that  an 
excavation  in  a  street  of  a  city  for  a  coal  hole  not  properly 
covered  and  protected  was  a  nuisance,  and  a  person  injured 
thereby  could  recover  for  such  injury  irrespective  of  any 
question  of  negligence.  To  the  same  effect  is  the  ruling  in 
Clifard  agt  Dcm  (81  IT.  F.,  62).  The  theory  established 
is  that  an  action  may  be  predicated  upon  a  wrongful  act  with- 
out proof  of  negligence. 

If  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  not  to  suffer  ice  or  snow 
to  be  or  remain  on  the  premises  in  question  so  as  to  be  unsafe 
and  dangerous  to  foot  passengers,  then  its  alleged  neglect  in 
this  respect  was  a  wrongful  act  within  the  purview  of  section 
382  prescribing  six  years  as^a  limitation  to  actions  arising  for 
such  cause. 

The  demurrer  should  be  sustained. 
Vol.  LXn        9S 
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N.  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
John  C.  Stbuyb  agt.  Cabstsn  Dboos* 

DiBtriet  court — Appeal  fivmjudgm&rU  to  eouri  qf  common  plsa$ — JSTonnder' 
taking  or  deposit  required  unleee  stay  of  eoMCution  u  desired—  Code  of 
OiffU  Procedure,  eecUone  8047,  3050. 

On  an  appeal  from  a  district  court  Judgment  to  the  court  of  common 
pleas  no  undertaking  or  deposit  is  required  to  perfect  the  appeal  The 
payment  of  the  costs  of  tiie  action  only  is  required  by  section  8047  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

By  section  80(M)  no  undertaking  is  required  unless  a  stay  of  execution  is 
desired. 

Special  Term^  September^  1881. 

MonoK  to  dismiflB  appeal  for  irregalarity  in  failing  to  exe^ 
cute  and  file  a  proper  nndertaking  on  appeal  as  required  by 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  or  making  a  deposit  in  lien 
thereof. 

O.  S.  Van  Pdt^  for  motion,  contended  that  the  appeal 
should  be  dismissed  on  the  ground  that  the  appellant  had 
failed  to  either  file  an  undertaking  or  deposit  the  costs 
awarded  in  the  judgment  in  the  court  below,  as  required 
by  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  or  the  rules  and  practice  of 
the  court. 

Oeorge  F.  dk  J.  C.  Jvlvas  I/mgbemy  in  opposition,  made 
and  argued  the  following  points : 

Fi/Tit.  By  section  8050  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
applicable  to  the  district  courts  in  the  city  of  New  York,  no 
undertaking  on  appeal  is  required  unless  the  appellant  desires 
a  stay  of  execution  {LangheMs  Loajo  and  Practice^  p.  268). 
No  stay  of  execution  is  desired,  and  the  respondent  is  at 
liberty  to  issue  execution  if  so  advised. 
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Second.  There  is  no  snch  permission  or  requirement  of  law 
as  an  undertaking  to  be  filed,  or  that  the  appellant  make  a 
deposit  in  lien  thereof  as  desired  by  the  respondent.  By 
section  3047  the  appellant  at  the  time  of  serving  the  notice 
of  appeal  mnst  pay  to  the  justice,  or  if  he  be  dead  to  the 
clerk,  the  costs  of  the  action  included  in  the  judgment  and 
the  sum  of  two  dollars  as  the  fee  of  the  justice  for  making  the 
return.  By  section  3050  the  justice  must,  after  ten  and  within 
thirty  days  from  the  service  of  the  notice  of  appeal  and  the 
payment  of  the  costs  and  fees  as  prescribed  in  section  3047, 
make  a  return  to  the  appellate  court, 

J.  F.  Daly,  J,  —  The  moving  papers  do  not  show  that 
appellant  has  failed  to  pay  to  the  justice  or  the  clerk  of  this 
court  the  costs  of  the  action  as  required  by  section  3047  of 
the  Code.  The  affidavit  merely  states  that  ^^  no  midertaking 
on  said  appeal  has  ever  been  approved,  filed  or  served,  and 
that  said  appellant  has  not  given  the  security  on  appeal  by 
deposit  or  otherwise  as  required  by  the  rules  and  practice  of 
this  court."  No  undertaking  or  deposit  is  required  to  perfect 
an  appeal  The  section  cited  provides  for  the  manner  of  per- 
fecting  the  appeal  so  far  as  service  on  the  justice  is  concerned, 
and  that  only  requires  the  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  action. 
The  motion  is  evidently  not  based  on  a  failure  to  comply  with 
that  section. 

Motion  denied  with  five  dollars  costs,  to  abide  event  of 
appeal 


860  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

DeTlin  agt  The  Mayor,  Ac.,  of  New  York. 

K  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

« 

Charles  Devlin  agt.  The  Mayob,  &o.,  of  New  Yobk. 

Btf&rees — When  three  may  he  appointed, 

B  seenu,  that  in  a  proper  case  the  court  has  the  power  and  will  direct  the 
same  to  be  tried  before  three  referees. 

Special  Term,  N^ovember,  1880. 
T.  CI  Cronm,  for  plaintiff. 
Wm.  0.  BarUetty  for  defendant. 

Van  Hosen,  J.  —  I  have  had  and  Btill  entertain  some  donbts 
as  to  wliether  it  is  practicable  at  the  present  time  in  the  citj  of 
New  York  to  carry  on  protracted  trials  before  three  referees. 
It  certainly  is  not.  If  tlie  referees  are  in  extensive  practice  it 
wonld  be  practically  impossible  to  get  them  together  on  fifty 
or  perhaps  100  different  occasions  and  then  hold  them  long 
enough  in  session  to  make  any  substantial  trial  or  progress 
with  a  cause.  As  this  case  involves  large  amounts  of  money 
and  serious  questions  affecting  the  city  I  have  determined  to 
grant  the  application  for  the  appointment  of  three  referees, 
but  I  think  it  necessary  to  mal^e  some  provision  to  guard 
against  accident  which  I  fear  may  occur.  Let  a  clause  be 
inserted  in  the  order  that  if  it  be  found  impossible  or  very 
difficult  to  get  the  referees  together,  and  if  the  trial  be  conse- 
quently delayed,  either  party  may  apply  for  the  discharge  of 
two  of  the  referees  and  that  the  trial  proceed  before  the 
remaining  referee ;  and  that  if  either  of  the  referees  should 
die,  or  from  any  cause  be  unable  or  unwilling  to  act,  the  trial 
shall  then  proceed  before  a  single  referee,  and  the  referee  who 
has  become  supernumerary  shall  be  discharged. 

I  shall  make  the  conditions  as  favorable  as  possible  for  a 
safe  and  speedy  trial  by  naming  three  gentlemen  of  experi 
ence  as  referees  who  will,  I  believe,  so  arrange  their  affairs  as 
to  bring  the  long  pending  litigation  to  an  early  close. 
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ONEIDA  COUNTY  COURT, 

Gebtbude    E.    Bishop,    appellant,    agt.    Abbah    D.    Van 

Ybohten,  respondent. 

Appeal  from,  'jtuUet^i  judgment—  When  and  how  taken —  NoUee  cf  appeal 
flvm  JuiUeet^  court  to  eounty  eourt  —  Hoto  to  be  rignled — Oode  of  OwH 
Procedure,  eeeUom  2886,  2890,  8046. 

Where  a  notice  of  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  a  justices'  court  was 
dated  June  17,  1881,  was  signed  "C.  K  Howe,  appellant's  attorney," 
and  was  served  with  an  undertaking  in  due  form  to  stay  execution, 
signed  and  acknowledged  by  the  appellant  in  person: 

JBddy  that  was  sufficient. 

The  notice  of  appeal  is  a  mandate  of  the  county  court,  is  properly  entitled 
therein,  and  governed  by  the  same  general  principles  as  other  proceed- 
ings in  a  court  of  record.  A  party  may  sign  it  as  attorney  in  person, 
adding  office  address  or  place  of  business,  residence  or  other  place  where 
papers  may  be  served  upon  him  as  required  by  Rule  2,  general  rules  of 
practice,  or  by  an  attomey-ait^w,  and  cannot  be  signed  by  an  attorney 
in  fact  or  an  agent  as  such. 

December^  1881. 

C.  E,  Howe^  for  appellant. 

Pomffi*oy^  Tonmsend  <&  Quinny  for  respondent. 

Sutton,  Cov/nty  Judge.  —  This  is  a  motion  to  dismiss  an 
appeal  to  this  conrt  for  a  new  trial  upon  the  ground  that  the 
notice  of  appeal  is  not  properly  signed. 

The  notice  of  appeal  is  dated  June  17,  1881,  is  signed  ^^  0. 
£.  Howe,  appellant's  attorney,"  and  was  served  with  an  under- 
taking in  due  form  to  stay  execution,  signed  and  acknowledged 
by  the  appellant  in  person. 

The  argument  in  favor  of  the  motion  is  th&t  in  justices' 
courts  attomeys-at-law  are  not  recognized  as  such,  and  an 
appearance  before  the  justice  must  be  by  the  party  in  person, 
or  by  an  agent,  or  attorney  in  fact  duly  authorized  and  whose 
authority  must  be  proven.    That  the  notice  of  appeal  is  the 
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process  of  and  an  appearance  in  the  justices^  court.  Conse- 
quently a  notice  of  appeal  signed  as  this,  ^^  C.  £.  Howe,  appel- 
lant's attorney/'  in  the  absence  of  proof  in  the  retnm  of  his 
authority  so  to  sign,  is  a  nullity.  If  the  premises  are  sound 
the  conclusion  is  correct. 

The  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  regulating  appear- 
ances in  justices'  courts,  are  embodied  in  sections  2886  and 
2890  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  and  the  construction  of 
these  sections  claimed  by  respondent  is  fully  established  by 
the  commission  of  appeals  {JSperry  agt.  Reynoldsj  65  N.  JT., 
179). 

There  are  good  reasons  of  public  policy  why  this  construc- 
tion should  be  strictly  adhered  to.  Parties  in  person,  or  by 
agents  or  attorneys  in  fact,  not  regular  practitioners,  frequently 
conduct  proceedings  in  justices'  courts,  and  are  authorized  by 
law  to  so  do.  Such  agents  or  attorneys  are  not  officers  of 
those  courts ;  are  not  under  their  control  save  in  their  presence. 

The  justices'  court  cannot  summarily  punish  them  as  for 
contempt  for  proceedings  taken  by  them  without  authority  of 
their  principals.  It  cannot  grant  new  trials  to  correct  errors, 
vacate  its  own  judgments,  or  in  any  other  manner  after  jvdg- 
ment  grant  relief  to  a  party  injured  by  its  proceedings. 

But  is  the  notice  of  appeal  the  process  of,  or  an  appearance 
in  the  justices'  court ! 

The  true  theory  of  an  appeal  in  general  is  that  the  appeUate 
court,  upon  the  application  of  a  party  feeling  aggrieved,  issues 
its  process  commanding  the  court  below  to  send  up  the  record 
of  the  case  that  ita  judgment  or  decision  may  be  reviewed. 

Why  should  the  court  below  issue  such  a  process?  It 
decided  the  case  according  to  its  conception  of  law  and  justice. 
It  in  effect  says  to  the  applicant  for  relief  from  its  judgment 
or  decision,  you  have  suffered  no  injury.  The  application  is 
made  to  the  appellate  tribunal ;  its  answer  in  a  proper  case  is, 
we  will  examine  into  the  matter.  Thereupon  it  issues  its 
mandate  to  the  court  below  to  send  up  the  case  for  review. 

All  this  under  the  present  practice  is  done  by  serving  a 
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notice  of  appeal.  This  notice  ie  the  application  to,  and  the 
mandate  of,  the  appellate  conrt  combined  (  WhW>ey  agt.  Leeds^ 
27  H<Aio.  Pt.,  878 ;  Waie$  Law  and  Pr.  \yol.  2],  p.  772). 

All  proceedings  for  the  review  of  a  judgment  or  decision 
of  a  court  of  record  subsequent  to  the  notice  of  appeal,  are 
properly  entitled  in  the  appellate  court.  Why  not  so  entitle 
the  notice  of  appeal  %  There  is  nothing  in  the  Oode  of  Civil 
Procedure  which  makes  any  distinction  in  this  regard,  between 
appeals  from  judgments  of  justices'  courts  and  appeals  from 
judgments  of  courts  of  record.  Section  8046  provides :  "An 
appeal  is  taken  ♦  *  *  by  serving  a  written  notice  of 
appeal."     *    *     * 

There  is  no  declaration  that  it  is  an  appearance  in  or  the 
process  of  the  justices'  court.  No  requirement  that  it  be 
signed  by  the  appellant  personally,  or  by  his  agent  or  attorney 
in  fact.  'So  intimation  that  attomeys-at-law  are  not  recog- 
nized as  such  in  all  proceedings  on  appeal,  and  there  is  no 
reason  of  public  policy  why  they  should  not  be,  but  on  the 
contrary  there  are  the  same  reasons  why  they  should  be  so 
recc^nized  that  are  deemed  all  sufficient  in  other  courts. 

There  is  a  marked  difference  between  the  phraseology  of 
section  8046,  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  and  section  863,  Code 
of  Procedure.  The  latter  section  reads :  "  The  appellant 
shall  within  twenty  days  serve  a  notice  of  appeal,"  &c.  The 
former :  "An  appeal  is  taken  by  serving,"  &c.  This  change 
of  language  is  ample  ground  upon  which  to  base  an  opinion 
that  the  legislature  intended  thereby  to  abolish  the  distinction 
between  the  practice  on  appeals  from  justices'  courts  and 
courts  of  record,  and  make  the  entire  system  more  uniform 
and  harmonious. 

There  are  many  reasons  why  the  notice  of  appeal  should 
be  regarded  as  the  process  of  the  county  court,  and  from 
which  it  may  be  argued  that  the  legislature  so  intended. 

A  justice  of  the  peace  has  no  power  or  jurisdiction  over  a 
case  tried  by  him  after  judgment,  except  to  make  a  return^ 
give  a  transcript  and  issue  an  execution. 
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If  the  notice  of  appeal  is  the  process  of  the  justices'  court, 
why  has  he  not  the  power  to  control,  amend,  dismiss  or  dis- 
obey it }  K  it  is  not  the  process  of  the  county  conrt  why 
has  the  county  court  power  to  enforce  from  the  justice  a 
return  in  obedience  to  the  notice  ? 

If  the  notice  of  appeal  is  the  process  of  the  justices'  court, 
appellant's  signature  or  that  of  his  agent  or  attorney  in  fact, 
need  not  be  accompanied  by  any  designation  of  residence, 
office  address,  or  place  where  papers  may  be  served,  and  end- 
less confusion  and  inconvenience  may  result. 

To  hold  the  notice  of  appeal  the  process  of  the  county 
court  makes  the  practice  simple,  harmonious,  uniform.  To 
hold  it  the  process  of  the  justices'  court  creates  a  legal  mon- 
strosity, and  fills  the  practice  with  complications,  technicalities 
and  difficulties. 

We  conclude  that  the  notice  of  appeal  is  a  mandate  of  the 
county  court,  is  properly  entitled  therein,  and  governed  by 
the  same  general  principles  as  other  proceedings  in  a  court  of 
record.  A  party  may  sign  it  as  attorney  in  person,  adding 
office  address  or  place  of  business,  residence  or  other  place 
where  papers  may  be  served  upon  him  as  required  by  Kule  2, 
general  rules  of  practice,  or  by  an  attomey-at-law^  and  cannot 
be  signed  by  an  attorney  in  fact  or  an  agent  as  such. 

These  views  somewhat  conflict  with  Andrews  agt.  Long  (19 
Hwny  303)  ;  HaU  agt.  Sawyer  (47  Barh.y  116) ;  Bvrrows  agt 
Norton  (3  Him^  550).  These  cases,  however,  were  decided 
under  the  Code  of  Procedure. 

The  motion  is  denied. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

Patienob  M.  Gardner,  reepondent,  agt.  Jambb  Gajeu>neb, 

appellant. 

Chntempt  proesedinfft — It^netian — W  hen  merged  in  ths  final  judgment. 

In  an  action  for  a  limited  divorce  an  injunction  was  granted  restraining 
defendant  from  interfering  with  plaintifTs  possession  and  occupancy  of 
a  certain  house.  A  final  judgment  was  afterwards  entered  granting  a 
divorce  and  alimony  which  contained  no  reference  to  the  injunction 
and  granted  no  other: 

Hdd,  that  as  the  Judgment  covered  the  whole  case  it  superseded  the 
injunction;  that  it  was  the  further  order  of  the  court,  and  an  appeal 
taken  therefrom  would  not  affect  it  so  as  to  restore  or  reinstate  the 
injunction. 

Decided  Novenibery  1881. 

£t  an  order  of  special  term  defendant  was  adjudged  guilty 
of  contempt  for  the  violation  of  an  order  dated  October  7, 1878, 
enjoining  him  from  interfering  with  plaintifE  in  her  possession 
and  occupancy  of  a  house,  &c. 

It  appeared  that  plaintiff  brought  an  action  against  defend- 
ant for  a  limited  divorce ;  that  said  order  was  granted  therein ; 
that  on  October  7,  1880,  a  final  judgment  was  entered  in  said 
action  in  favor  of  plaintiff  granting  a  divorce  and  alimony  but 
no  mention  was  made  in  the  judgment  of  said  injunction; 
and  it  contained  no  continuance  thereof  by  express  reference 
thereto,  and  no  other  or  further  injunction  was  granted 
thereby.  An  appeal  was  duly  taken  from  said  judgment  by 
the  defendant,  and  an  undertaking  to  stay  the  execution 
thereof  approved  by  the  court  was  duly  filed. 

WUUam  O.  McOrea^  for  appellant. 

Cla/rk  F.  WhiiinoTe^  for  respondent. 
Vol.  LXII        34 
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Feb  Cubiam.  —  The  question  presented  upon  this  appeal  is 
whether  the  injunction  order  granted  prior  to  the  judgment 
was  in  force  at  the  time  the  alleged  contempt  was  committed. 
By  the  terms  of  the  order  it  was  to  continue  in  force  until  the 
further  order  of  the  court.  ISo  provision  is  made  in  the  final 
judgment  or  order  entered  upon  the  referee's  report  allowing 
alimony,  continuing  the  injunction.  Kor  was  any  reference 
made  in  said  judgment  to  the  injunction ;  nor  was  any  fur- 
ther or  other  injunction  granted  thereby.  The  claim  of  the 
appellant  rests  upon  the  theory  that  the  injunction  being 
unconditional  and  to  continue  in  force  only  until  a  further 
order  is  made,  no  such  order  having  been  granted,  it  was 
abrogated  by  the  final  judgment.  It  is,  no  doubt,  the  general 
rule  that  the  judgment  should  control ;  but  the  question  to  be 
determined  upon  this  appeal  is  whether  this  principle  applies 
when  the  defendant  has  appealed  from  the  judgment  and 
refused  to  abide  by  its  requirements.  It  is  well  settled  that 
a  judgment,  until  reversed,  is  conclusive  between  the  parties 
to  the  record  upon  all  matters  directly  adjudicated.  So  long 
as  it  is  in  force  it  must  be  deemed  to  have  determined  their 
respective  rights,  and  the  courts  are  bound  to  give  eSezt  to 
its  determination  {Fellows  agt.  Herman^  13  Alh.  [-flT.  5.],  1, 
10).  In  the  case  at  bar  the  judgment  settled  the  rights  of  the 
parties  and  made  provision  for  the  payment  of  alimony  ami- 
cably. It  thus  adjudicated  upon  the  subject  of  the  contro- 
versy without  containing  any  provision  by  which  the  right  to 
the  possession  and  occupancy  of  the  premises  was  given  to 
plaintiff.  This  certainly  disposed  of  the  injunction  and  pro- 
vided for  an  allowance  in  its  place  for  the  plaintiffs  main- 
tenance and  support.  If  the  judgment  covered  the  whole 
case,  as  is  quite  manifest,  then  it  superseded  the  order  of 
injunction  and  was  a  substitute  for  the  same,  and  the  order 
became  merged  therein.  If  the  judgment  was  upheld  plain- 
tiff would  be  deprived  of  no  rights,  as  security  was  given 
upon  the  appeal.  That  it  might  be  reversed  does  not  add  to 
the  plaintiff's  right  to  uphold  the  injunction  If  it  was  abro- 
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gated  dierebj.  There  can  be  no  question  that  the  injunction 
was  abrogated  by  the  judgment,  if  no  appeal  had  been  taken, 
and  the  bringing  up  of  such  appeal  cannot  change  its  legal 
effect  upon  any  sound  principle.  The  judgment  might,  per- 
haps, have  provided  for  the  plaintiff's  occupation  of  the 
premises  if  the  court  had  so  determined,  and  as  it  did  not  so 
adjudge  it  must  stand,  subject  to  the  application  of  legal  rules 
aB  to  its  effect  upon  the  rights  of  the  parties.  In  the  People 
agt.  BandaU  (73  If.  Z*.,  416),  it  was  held  that  when  in  pro- 
eeedings  supplementary  to  execution  an  order  was  issued 
restraining  a  third  person  from  disposing  of  property  in  his 
possession  belonging  to  the  judgment  debtor  "  until  further 
order  in  the  premises,"  an  order  appointing  a  receiver  is  such 
further  order  and  the  final  order,  and  any  restraint  thereafter 
desired  should  be  inserted  in  that  order.  This  decision  is 
directly  in  point,  as  the  case  involved  the  effect  on  the  order. 
Some  cases  are  cited  by  the  respondent's  counsel  as  uphold- 
ing a  different  doctrine,  but  upon  an  examination  of  them, 
we  are  satisfied  that  they  are  not  in  conflict  with  the  rule 
laid  down,  and  they  relate  to  actions  where  the  injunction 
was  the  principal  subject  in  controversy,  and  where  it  would 
be  eminently  proper  for  the  court,  pending  an  appeal,  to  inter- 
pose  it8  power  to  command  respect  to  its  judgments  and  obedi- 
ence  to  its  authority  {Siosth  Avenue  Railroad  Co.  agt.  Oilbert 
E.  Railroad  Co.,  71  N.  F.,  430 ;  Erie  Railway  Co.  agt. 
Rannaey^  45  id.^  637 ;  Powers  agt.  Village  of  Athens^  19 
Evni,  169). 

It  follows  from  the  discussion  had  that  the  final  judgment 
was  the  further  order  of  the  courts  and  the  appeal  taken, 
therefore,  did  not  affect  the  same  so  as  to  restore  or  reinstate 
the  injunction. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed,  and  the  motion 
on  which  the  same  is  founded  be  denied,  with  costs. 

All  concur,  except  Millbb,  J.,  not  voting. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 
Mabtha  a.  Cobusn  agt.  E.  Ellsbt  Akdbbson  and  anoihen 

Deed  abeolute  when  not  a  mortgage  —  Conditional  saie. 

The  plaintiff,  who  was  building  seven  houses  in  Fortieth  street  on  which 
defendant  B.  had  loaned  money  upon  mortgages,  conveyed,  in  February, 
1874,  two  of  the  houses  to  A.,  for  a  consideration  of  $10,000,  subject  to 
three  mortgages  aggregating  $59,000.  A.  soon  after  took  possession 
and  completed  the  two  houses  at  his  own  charge,  and  then  one  of  the 
houses  was  sold  nnder  foreclosure  of  one  mortgage,  and  B.,  in  the  end, 
acquired  title  thereto.  Afterward  A.  sold  the  other  house  to  B.,  who 
is  now  the  jowner  of  the  entire  property.  The  plaintiff,  who  had  not 
previously  claimed  the  property,  brought  this  action  in  1880  to  have 
the  deed  of  1874  declared  to  be  a  mortgage  security,  asserting,  though 
there  was  no  contemporaneous  writing  to  that  effect,  that  it  was  given 
as  collateral  for  the  loan,  the  houses  to  be  sold  when  finished,  and  the 
$10,000  repaid  with  interest.  This  defendant  A.  denied,  and  testified 
that  the  conveyance  was  absolute,  with  the  conditional  right  in  plaintiff 
to  effect  a  sale  of  the  houses  which  would  completely  reimburse  him 
(A.)  at  any  time  within  eight  months: 

Eddy  that  the  deed  was  not  intended  as  a  mortgage,  but  as  representing 
an  actual  sale,  and  the  privilege  extended  to  plaintiff  to  find  a  purchaser 
for  the  property  never  having  been  complied  with,  she  lost  all  right  or 
interest  in  the  property. 

Special  Term^  Jvly^  1881. 

Trial  of  issneB  of  fact. 

Joseph  Fettretchty  for  plaintiff. 

J,  A,  Bush  and  F.  SiUariy  for  defendants. 

Van  Voest,  J.  —  In  order  to  justify  a  decree  adjudging  a 
deed  absolute  upon  its  face  to  be  in  fact  a  mortgage,  or 
intended  by  the  parties  to  be  such,  the  proof  should  be  reason- 
ably clear  and  satisfactory.  The  deed,  in  the  absence  of  any 
contemporaneous  writing  giving  it  a  different  character,  is 
presumed  to  be  such  as  upon  its  face  it  appears.     And  when 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  209 


Cobum  agt.  Anderson. 


extensive  parol  evidence  is  relied  npon  to  show  that  it  was 
intended  only  as  collateral  security  for  a  debt,  the  evidence 
should  be  explicit.  It  would  not  answer  to  rest  a  judgment, 
making  a  change  so  radical,  upon  doubtful  evidence.  The 
plaintiff  in  this  case,  who  is  the  wife  of  Edward  H.  Cobum, 
in  the  month  of  February,  1874,  by  deed  containing  covenants 
of  warranty,  conveyed  to  the  defendant  Anderson,  for  the 
consideration  of  $10,000,  two  lots  of  ground  in  the  city  of 
New  York  with  the  buildings  thereon.  Her  husband  joined 
in  the  conveyance.  The  conveyance  was  made  subject  to 
certain  covenants  and  conditions  contained  in  a  previous  deed 
to  the  plaintiffs  grantor,  and  also  subject  to  three  mortgages 
upon  the  premises,  amounting  to  $59,500.  The  consideration 
of  $10,000  was  paid  in  money,  in  the  manner  directed  by  the 
plaintiff's  husband,  who  represented  her,  and  had  the  entire 
charge  of  the  matter  in  so  far  as  she  was  concerned. 

The  houses  upon  the  lots  were  not  fully  completed  when 
the  conveyance  was  made  and  delivered,  and  the  grantee, 
Anderson,  shortly  after  the  execution  of  the  deed,  and  in  the 
month  of  March,  1874,  took  possession  of  the  property,  and 
completed  the  houses  at  his  own  charge.  As  to  one  house 
and  lot  the  same  was  afterwards  sold  under  a  decree  in  an 
action  of  foreclosure,  instituted  upon  one  of  the  mortgages, 
and  the  defandant  Charles  Banks  in  the  end  acquired  title 
thereto.  The  other  house  and  lot,  the  defendant  Anderson 
afterwards,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  conveyed  to  the 
defendant  Banks,  who  is  now  the  owner  of  the  entire  prop- 
erty. This  action  was  commenced  in  the  year  1880,  and  as 
its  main  object  seeks  a  judgment  declaring  the  deed  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1874,  executed  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  Ander- 
son to  be  a  mortgage  security,  and  that  the  defendants,  Ander- 
son and  Banks,  be  declared  to  be  mortgagees  only,  and  they 
shall  account  for  the  rents  and  income  received,  and  that  if 
it  shall  appear  that  the  debt  intended  to  be  secured  has  been 
paid,  that  they  be  adjudged  to  reconvey  the  property  to  the 
plaintiff. 
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No  contemporaneouB  writing  is  produced  to  change  the  deed 
from  what  it  purports  to  be,  and  the  plantifiTs  case  rests  upon 
the  testimony  of  her  husband.  The  substance  of  his  evidence, 
in  so  far  as  it  relates  to  this  subject,  may  be  shortly  stated  as 
follows:  He  was  engaged  in  building  seven  houses  on 
Fortieth  street,  including  the  two  in  question.  The  defend- 
ant Banks  had  loaned  him  money  for  this  purpose,  and  had 
taken  security  by  way  of  mortgages  on  all  the  houses  and 
lots.    Anderson  was  the  attorney  of  Banks. 

Cobum  testifies  that  on  an  occasion  in  February,  1874, 
Anderson  asked  him  if  he  had  money  enough  to  finish  the 
houses,  and  that  he  replied  that  he  would  require  a  little,  about 
$10,000 ;  that  Anderson  asked  him  how  he  would  secure  him 
if  he  would  loan  him  the  $10,000  ;  that  his  reply  was  that  he 
would  give  a  mortgage,  as  collateral  security,  on  the  two  east- 
erly houses,  to  which  Anderson  assented.  That  the  parties 
afterwards  met  at  the  office  of  Banks,  and  that  Banks  pro- 
posed that  a  deed  should  be  given  i^  collateral  instead  of  a 
mortgage,  to  which  he  assented,  and  that  the  deed  was  accord- 
ingly given.  Cobum  testified  that  no  time  was  mentioned 
when  the  money  should  be  paid  back ;  but  that  when  the 
houses  should  be  sold,  after  they  were  finished,  Anderson  was 
to  receive  back,  from  the  proceeds  of  sale,  his  $10,000  and 
interest,  and  that  if  there  was  any  surplus  it  was  to  go  to  him 
(Cobum).  That  he  never  promised  to  repay  the  $10,000,  and 
that  he  was  not  to  pay  if  the  houses  did  not  realize  enough  to 
pay  the  sum  advanced  with  interest,  and  the  previous  incum- 
brances. Cobum  testified  that  he  only  was  entitled  to  sell  the 
houses ;  that  Anderson  was  to  hold  on  until  a  purchaser  could 
be  found  to  pay  a  consideration  sufficient  to  satisfy  all  the 
incumbrances,  including  the  advance  of  $10,000,  leaving  a 
surplus,  and  that  no  time  was  mentioned  within  which  the 
houses  should  be  sold.  The  defendant  Anderson  denies  the 
statements  of  Cobum  in  every  essential  particular.  He  denies 
that  he  loaned,  or  agreed  to  loan,  Cobum  any  money  to  com- 
plete the  houses ;  but  testifies  that  he  agreed  to  take  the  two 
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booses  in  question  subject  to  the  incumbrances  upon  them  for 
the  consideration  of  $10,000 ;  that  it  wajB,  however,  under- 
stood that  if  tiie  property  could  be  sold  —  and  for  that  pur- 
pose Cobum  was  at  liberty  to  find  a  purchaser  —  for  a  sum 
sufficient  to  pay  all  the  incumbrances  and  reimburse  Ander- 
son his  110,000,  with  interest^  that  he  (Anderson)  would  con- 
vey to  such  purchaser,  and  the  surplus,  if  any,  should  be  paid 
to  Cobnrn. 

Anderson  understood  that  the  conveyance  to  him  was  abso- 
lute ;  that  he  intended  and  took  it  as  such,  with  the  conditional 
right  in  Cobum  to  effect  a  sale  which  would  completely  reim- 
burse him  at  any  time  before  the  first  day  of  November  fol- 
lowing, and  he  denies  that  the  arrangement  between  him  and 
Cobum  was  otherwise. 

Mr.  Banks  was  examined  as  a  witness,  but  his  testimony 
gives  no  support  to  the  plaintiJOPs  claim,  but  it  rather  sustains 
that  of  the  defendant  Anderson,  in  so  far  as  he  had  any 
knowledge  or  recollection  of  the  transaction. 

The  testimony  of  the  witness  Steinmetz  is  too  indefinite  to 
justify  the  court  in  saying  that  it  supports  the  plalntifTs  narra- 
tion of  the  transaction.  The  testimony  does  not  warrant  the 
conclusion  that  the  sum  of  $10,000  in  the  then  condition  of  the 
buildings,  and  the  amount  of  the  existing  incumbrances  thereon, 
was  so  inadequate  as  to  suggest  any  criticism  or  scrutiny. 

Under  the  evidence  tiiere  was  no  large  margin  of  profit. 
No  purchaser  for  the  premises  was  found  before  the  first  day 
of  November  following,  willing  to  give  the  amount,  and  the 
titie  subsequently  passed  from  Anderson  to  Banks  as  above 
mentioned. 

In  the  dealings  between  Anderson  and  Banks  I  discover  no 
evidence  of  want  of  good  faith  or  of  entire  honesty  —  nothing 
prejudicial  to  the  plaintiff  or  the  rights  of  her  husband.  From 
the  consummation  of  the  transaction  in  1874  down  to  the 
year  1880,  when  this  suit  was  commenced,  no  claim  was  made 
by  the  plaintiff  that  the  deed  was  otherwise  than  an  absolute 
conveyance,  nor  was  any  application  for  a  reconveyance  made. 
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Upon  the  whole  case,  and  after  careful  consideration  of  the 
evidence,  the  conclusion  reached  is  that  the  deed  was  not 
intended  as  a  mortgage,  but  as  representing  an  actual  sale, 
with  a  privilege  only  in  Cobum  to  find  a  purchaser  for  the 
property  before  the  first  day  of  November  following,  who 
would  take  the  same  for  a  consideration  sufiicient  to  pay  all 
the  incumbrances  existing  thereon,  together  with  the  consid- 
eration of  $10,000  and  interest,  paid  by  the  defendant  Ander- 
son, in  which  event  Anderson  was  to  convey  to  such  purchaser, 
and  that  any  surplus  arising  was  to  be  paid  to  Cobum. 

The  privilege  extended  to  Cobum  was  never  complied  with, 
and  the  plaintiff  has  lost'all  right  to  or  interest  in  the  property. 

It  appears  to  me  that  this  conclusion,  upon  the  facts  above 
stated,  is  upon  principle  reasonable  and  just.  But  that  the 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  any  equitable  relief,  upon  a  state  of 
facts  above  indicated,  is  clearly  enough  shown  by  authority 
{McCimley  agt.  Porter^  YI  N.  Z".,  173 ;  Baker  9^  Thrasher^ 
4  Denioy  493  ;  Olover  agt.  Payny  19  Wend.^  618 ;  Horn  agt. 
Ketdtaa,  46  N.  T.,  605). 

The  plaintiff's  complaint  is  dismissed  upon  the  merits,  with 
costs. 
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Ansonia    Brass    Compant    agt.     William    C.    Conner, 

Sheriff,  etc. 

Sheriff —  lAabtUly  of,  for  not  returning  execution — Sheriff  $  return  not  eon- 
dueive  cu  to  amount  eoUeeted — Appeal —  When  and  how  interlocutory 
judgment  reviewabU  —  FaMure  of  proof  as  to  plaintiff  being  a  corporation  — 
Time  to  make  obfecOons  m  to. 

Where,  in  an  action  against  the  sheriff  for  damages  for  neglecting  to  return 
an  execution  within  sixty  days,  the  court,  upon  the  trial,  gave  an  inter- 
locutory judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  pleadings,  and  sent 
the  cause  to  another  branch  of  the  court  that  the  plaintiff's  damages 
might  be  assessed: 
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Held  (reversing  Judgment  for  plaintiff)i  1*  That  the  interlocutory  judg- 
ment is  reviewable  upon  this  appeal,  notwithstanding  the  defendant,  in 
his  notice  of  appeal,  did  not  mention  the  interlocutory  order,  because 
the  Code  which  was  then  in  force  did  not  require  any  such  specification 
to  review  interlocutory  judgments  or  intermediate  orders. 

2.  As  the  complaint,  which  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  "  is  a  corporation 
duly  created  and  existing,  doing  business  in  the  city  of  New  York,"  did 
not  aver  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  corporation  created  under  a  statute  of 
New  York,  and  the  answer  put  in  issue  the  existence  of  the  corporation, 
proof  should  have  been  given  of  the  corporate  character  of  the  plaintiff. 

8.  The  allegation  of  the  complaint  that  the  plaintiff  had  recovered  a  judg- 
ment against  one  Wilson  being  denied  by  the  answer,  and  the  fact  being 
essential  to  the  existence  of  the  cause  of  action,  the  court  erred  in 
directing  judgment  on  the  pleadings. 

]>ALT,  0.  J.  (dissenting),  holds:  1.  That  as  It  appeared  the  sheriff  on 
receiving  the  execution  levied  on  the  property  of  defendant,  and  all 
proceedings  were  stayed  five  days  thereafter,  and  that  after  the  stay  was 
removed  he  had  a  month  and  twelve  days  before  the  sixty  days  expired, 
that  was  ample  time  within  which  to  sell  the  personal  property  levied 
upon  and  make  his  return;  and  for  failure  to  do  so  he  was  liable  to 
plaintiff. 

2.  The  sheriff's  return  is  not  conclusive  as  to  the  amount  collected. 

8.  The  time  to  make  objection  as  to  failure  of  proof  that  plaintiff  was 
a  corporation  and  that  the  execution  was  founded  upon  a  valid  judg- 
ment, was  when  the  motion  was  made  for  Judgment  upon  the  pleadings. 

Oeneral  Term,  May^  1881. 

Before  Daly,  Ch.  e/".,  Van  Hoesen  and  J.  F.  Dalt,  JJ. 

Van  Hoebbn,  J.  —  The  complaint  alleges  that  the  plaintiff 
is  a  "  corporation  duly  created  and  existing,  doing  business  in 
the  city  of  New  York."  The  answer  denies  any  knowledge 
or  information  sufficient  to  form  a  belief  as  to  the  truth  of 
that  allegation.  Whether  or  not  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to 
offer  any  proof  as  to  its  corporate  character  depends  upon  the 
question  as  to  whether  it  was  a  domestic  corporation  created 
under  a  statute  of  this  state.  If  the  plaintiff  be  a  corporation 
created  under  a  statute  of  this  state  it  was  unnecessary,  under 
the  pleadings  as  they  stood,  to  introduce  any  evidence  of  its 
charter ;  but  if  the  plaintiff  is  a  corporation  created  by  the 
law  of  any  other  state  or  country,  it  was  bound  to  prove  that 
Vol.  LXII        85 
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it  was  a  corporate  body,  clothed  with  the  right  to  sue.  It 
will  be  seen  that  the  complaint  does  not  allege  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  created  a  corporation  under  any  statute  of  the  state 
of  New  York,  and  the  omission  to  make  that  allegation  may 
have  arisen  from  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  owes  its  existence 
to  the  laws  of  Connecticut.  Where  the  complaint  does  not 
aver  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  corporation  created  under  a  statute 
of  New  York  (there  being  no  presumption  that  it  was  so 
created),  the  court  must  apply  the  old  rule  of  the  common 
law  which  required  proof  of  the  corporate  character  of  the 
plaintiff  when  the  plea  put  the  existence  of  the  corporation 
in  issue.  Corporatio  vel  non  was,  therefore,  one  of  the  issues 
to  be  tried  in  this  case. 

Again,  the  defendant  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  had  recovered 
a  judgment  against  one  Wilson.  This  the  answer  denied. 
Was  the  fact  that  a  judgment  against  Wilson  had  been 
recovered  by  the  plaintiff  a  fact  essential  to  the  existence  of 
the  cause  of  action  ?  If  it  were,  it  certainly  was  error  to 
direct  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  judgment  on  the  plead- 
ings in  this  action  without  proof  that  a  judgment  against 
Wilson  had  ever  been  rendered.  This  action  was  for  the  fail- 
ure to  return  an  execution  within  sixty  days. 

The  foundation  of  the  sheriff's  liability  to  the  plaintiff  is 
that  he  has  neglected  a  duty  which  he  owed  to  the  plaintiff. 
There  is  no  duty  due  from  the  sheriff  to  the  plaintiff  unless 
the  latter  had  a  judgment  which  he  had  an  interest  in  having 
executed.  Thus  one  of  the  elements  of  his  cause  of  action 
is  the  possession  of  a  judgment  which  he  was  entitled  to  col- 
lect by  execution  {Addison  an  Torta^  p.  811).  Just  as  in  an 
action  for  not  serving  mesne  process,  or  in  an  action  for  an 
escape,,  or  in  an  action  for  a  false  return,  the  plaintiff  must 
prove  that  he  had  a  good  cause  of  action  which  entitled  him 
to  call  on  the  sheriff  to  execute  the  process ;  so  in  an  action  for 
failing  to  return  an  execution  he  must  show  that  he  was  a 
creditor,  and  that  Jie  had  a  right,  as  such,  to  place  the  writ  in 
the  slieriff's  hands  and  require  it  to  be  served  and  returned  in 
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accordance  with  the  practice  of  the  court.  Forsyth  agt.  Camp- 
hell  (15  Hv/n^  236)  is  an  authority,  if  authority  were  needed, 
directly  in  point. 

It  appears  from  the  case  that  when  this  action  came  on  for 
trial  the  plaintiff  moved  for  judgment  on  the  pleadinga,  and 
notwithstanding  the  defendant's  opposition,  the  court  ordered 
judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  sent  the  cause  to 
another  branch  of  the  court  that  the  plaintiff's  damages  might 
be  assessed.  After  the  assessment  of  damages  judgment  was 
entered  up  from  which  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  general 
term  of  the  marine  court,  which  affirmed  the  proceedings  at 
the  trial  term. 

It  is  insisted  that  even  if  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  a 
judgment  on  the  pleadings,  the  defendant  cannot  now  com- 
plain because  he  did  not  mention  in  his  notice  of  appeal  the 
order  of  Justice  Gobpp,  which  gave  the  plaintiff  judgment. 
The  answer  is  that  the  Code,  which  was  in  force  when  the 
action  was  tried  and  the  appeal  taken,  did  not  require  the 
appellant  to  specify  in  his  notice  every  order  of  which  he 
complained.  It  was  enough  that  the  order  involved  the  merits 
and  necessarily  affected  the  judgment,  as  the  order  of  Judge 
GoEPP  unquestionably  did. 

It  is  evident  that  there  has  been  no  trial  at  all  of  some  of 
the  material  issues  raised  by  the  pleadings.  Those  issues  must 
be  tried,  and  decided  in  the  plaintiff's  favor  before  a  recovery 
can  be  had. 

The  judgment  should,  therefore,  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial 
ordered,  with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

J.  F.  Daly,  J.,  concurs. 

Daly,  C.  J.  (dissenting).  —  The  interlocutory  judgment  is 
reviewable  upon  this  appeal.  The  provision  in  the  new  Code 
{9ec.  1301)  that  if  the  appellant  upon  an  appeal  from  a  final 
judgment^  intends  to  bring  up  for  review  thereupon  an  inter- 
locutory judgment  or  intermediate  order,  he  must  in  his  notice 
of  appeal  specify  the  interlocutory  judgment  or  order  to  be 
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reviewed,  does  not  apply  to  this  case.  The  portion  of  the 
new  Code  of  which  this  provision  is  a  part,  did  not  go  into 
effect  nntil  the  Ist  of  September,  1880 ;  and  the  appeal  to  this 
court  was  brought  before  that,  on  the  19th  of  May,  1880,  and 
is  consequently  governed  by  the  old  Code,  which  did  not 
require  any  such  specification  in  the  notice  of  appeal  to  review 
interlocutory  judgments  or  intermediate  orders. 

The  sheriff  is  required  by  statute  to  return  the  execution 
within  sixty  days  after  he  receives  it.  The  execution  in  this 
case  was  received  by  the  sheriff  on  the  22d  of  November,  1875, 
who  levied  npon  personal  property  of  the  defendant,  in  the 
execution,  and  after  said  levy  on  the  27th  of  November,  1873, 
an  order  of  the  district  court  of  the  United  States  was  served 
upon  the  sheriff,  staying  all  proceedings  under  the  execution, 
which  order  was  vacated,  as  respects  the  sheriff,  on  the  14th 
of  December,  1875,  leaving  him  a  month  and  twelve  days 
thereafter  within  which  to  sell  the  property  levied  upon  and 
return  the  execution.  He  suffered  this  time  to  go  by,  how- 
ever, without  making  any  return,  and  more  than  sixty  days 
having  elapsed  since  the  receipt  of  the  execution  by  him,  the 
plaintiff,  on  the  27th  of  January,  1876,  brought  the  present 
action  against  him  for  neglecting  to  return  the  execution. 

The  sheriff  claims  that  the  effect  of  the  order  of  the  United 
States  court  staying  all  proceedings  under  the  execution,  was 
to  enlarge  his  time  for  making  the  return ;  that  is,  that  the 
seventeen  days  during  which  the  injunction  was  in  force,  must 
be  added  to  the  sixty  days  within  which  he  is  required  to 
return  the  process,  giving  him  until  the  seventh  of  February 
to  make  the  return,  and  that  consequently  the  plaintiff's  action 
was  prematurely  brought  on  the  27th  of  January,  1876.  No 
authority  has  been  cited  for  this  construction,  and,  in  my 
opinion,  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  this  must  be  the 
effect  of  an  order  staying  the  sheriff's  proceedings  upon  an 
execution.  The  effect  of  a  stay  of  proceedings  of  this  nature 
is  to  stay  the  sheriff  from  any  further  proceedings  until  the 
stay  is  removed ;  but  he  may  perfect  his  levy,  if  he  has  made 
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one,  and  hold  the  property  levied  upon,  and  the  defendant,  if 
he  has  been  taken  into  execntion  ( Glover  agt.  WUtenhaUy  6 
EiU^  597;  Crocker  on  Sheriff b^  sees.  35,  426);  and  if  the 
sheriff  is  still  under  the  stay  after  the  sixty  days  have  expired, 
it  is  an  answer  to  any  action  against  him  for  not  making  the 
return  {Pudge  agt.  WiUett^  38  If.  T*.,  36 ;  People  agt.  CanHet/y 
3  Abb.,  215). 

The  sixty  days  allowed  for  the  return  of  an  execution  is  for 
the  sheriff's  benefit,  that  he  may  not  be  subject  to  an  action 
or  any  compulsory  proceedings  until  he  has  had  a  reasonable 
time  to  execute  the  process  {Renaud  agt.  O^Brien^  35  N.  Y,^ 
99).  If  the  stay  of  proceedings  extend  over  and  beyond  the 
sixty  days,  the  sheriff  having  been  prevented  during  the  stay 
from  doing  anything  further  in  the  execution  of  the  process, 
must  necessarily  have  a  reasonable  time,  after  the  stay  is 
removed,  to  enable  him  to  do  so,  which  is  to  be  determined 
by  the  circumstances  of  the  particular  case ;  or  if  the  stay  is 
vacated  before  the  expiration  of  the  sixty  days,  and  he  has 
been  stayed  during  a  considerable  portion  of  that  period,  a 
reasonable  length  of  time  must  also  be  allowed  him,  though 
it  may  overrun  the  sixty  days.  This,  in  my  opinion,  is  a 
safer  construction  than  to  hold  that  the  statutory  time  is 
necessarily  extended  for  the  full  length  of  the  time  that  a 
stay  of  proceedings  may  be  enforced.  Where  the  time  within 
which  an  act  is  to  be  done  is  under  the  regulation  of  the 
court,  the  courts  have  held  that  the  effect  of  a  stay  granted 
by  it  was  to  enlarge  the  time  to  the  extent  of  the  stay.  Thus 
it  was  held  that  a  stay  amounted  to  an  enlargement  of  the  old 
four  days'  rule  nisi  {Bayard  agt.  Malcolm^  1  Johne,^  300), 
and  the  defendant  had  the  same  time  to  plead  after  the 
service  of  a  bill  of  particulars  that  he  had  when  the  alterna- 
tive order  for  the  bill  was  served  {MvlJicUamd  agt.  Van  Fine^ 
8  CW.,  182),  the  regulation  of  the  practice  in  this  respect 
being  left  entirely  to  the  court.  But  when  the  time  within 
which  an  act  is  to  be  done  is  fixed  by  statute  the  courts  have 
not  assumed  any  right  to  enlarge  it  except  where  it  was  abso* 
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lately  neoessary  to  prevent  a  failure  of  justice,  and  only  then 
to  the  extent  that  it  was  nocessary,  the  time  fixed  by  statute 
being  rigidly  enforced  in  cases  where  it  would  not  be  under 
the  practice  of  the  court  {People  agt.  Luth^  1  Wend.j  42 ;  Ex 
pa/rte  Dodge,  7  Cow.,  147 ;  White  agt  Smith,  16  Abb.,  109 ; 
£ont  agt.  Oriffim,,  5  Wend.,  84 ;  Cook  agt.  Bonn,  6  Johne.^ 
526;  Orahamh  Prao.,  71;  32  id.,—\  Todd's  Prac.  \9th 
Za/W8],  476,  677). 

The  stay  in  this  case  was  only  during  about  one-fourth  of 
the  time  that  the  sheriff  has  by  statute  for  making  his  return. 
He  had  already  levied  upon  the  property  of  the  defendant  in 
the  execution  when  the  order  staying  his  proceedings  was 
served ;  and  after  it  was  removed,  a  month  and  twelve  days 
before  the  sixty  expired,  which  was  ample  time  within  which 
to  sell  the  personal  property  that  he  had  levied  upon  and 
made  the  return,  he  was,  in  my  opmion,  bound  to  make  it 
within  that  time ;  and  not  having  done  so  was  liable  to  the  action 
brought  by  the  plaintiff. 

It  appearing  by  the  pleadings  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  cause 
of  action,  nothing  remained  but  to  assess  them.    It  may  be,  as 
the  appellant  claims,  that  the  proper  course  of  procedure  was 
for  judge  Goefp,  after  he  rendered  the  interlocutory  judgment, 
to  go  on  and  assess  the  damages  {Chambere  agt.  Dempaey,  16 
Abb.  Pr.,  1 ;  Belmont  agt.  Pontvert,  3  Bob.,  693).      But  I 
do  not  propose  to  inquire  whether  it  was  or  was  not  irregular 
for  the  damages  to  be  assessed  by  another  judge  as  the  order 
was  made  upon  a  written  consent,  signed  by  the  respective 
attorneys  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  that  the  damages 
might  be  assessed  by  the  judge  holding  the  trial  term  of  the 
court  on  the  seventeenth  day  of  April.     All  that  appears  on 
the  return  is  that  the  damages  under  the  order  were  assessed 
by  judge  McAdam,  and  we  must  assume,  nothing  appearing 
to  the  contrary,  that  he  was  the  judge  intended  by  the  order 
and  the  consent  upon  which  it  was  founded.    The  reassess- 
ment before  judge  SniEBmAN,  it  appears  by  the  return,  was 
ordered  by  the  general  term,  the  previous  assessment  having 
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been  reversed  by  the  general  term  upon  appeal.  The  dam- 
ages claimed  in  the  action  for  the  failure  to  return  the  execu- 
tion within  the  sixty  days  was  the  amount  of  the  judgment, 
bat  the  defendant  was  properly  allowed  to  show  in  mitigation 
of  damages  (  WehZe  agt.  Cornier,  69  iT.  JT.,  546)  the  return  of 
the  execution  after  the  sixty  days  with  an  indorsement  that 
the  sheriff  had  made  on  it  $387.15,  and  that  he  had  paid 
that  amount  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney.  The  plaintiff  then 
gave  in  eyidence  an  account  of  the  sale  made  by  the  defend- 
ant's auctioneer  under  the  execution,  by  which  it  appeared 
that  the  gross  amount  of  the  sale  was  $180.81.  This  evidence 
was  objected  to  by  the  defendant,  but  the  plaintiff  was  clearly 
entitled  to  show  the  amount  which  the  defendant  had  actually 
received  under  the  execution,  which,  after  deducting  the  fees 
which  the  sheriff  was  lawfully  entitled  to,  showed  that  the 
amount  which  the  sheriff  had  received  was  greater  than  he 
had  indorsed  upon  the  execution  and  had  paid  to  the  plain- 
tiff's attorney.  The  difference  was  eighty  dollars  and  eighty- 
three  cents,  which  judge  Sheridan  assessed  as  the  damages 
to  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled.  Judge  SnERroAN  found, 
and  I  infer  coirectly,  that  the  sheriff's  fees  upon  the  execution 
were  twelve  dollars  and  eighty-three  cents ;  and  if  this  differ- 
ence of  eighty  dollars  and  eighty-three  cents  arose  from  any 
disbursements  to  which  the  sheriff  had  been  put,  in  the  case 
of  the  property  and  the  sale  of  it,  it  was  incumbent  ijpon  him 
to  show  it,  to  reduce  the  amount  of  damages. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  defendant  that  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  sheriff  the  return  is  conclusive  as  to  the  amount  col- 
lected upon  it,  except  in  an  action  brought  for  a  false  return. 
I  am  not  aware  of  any  case  that  has  gone  this  length.  The 
defendant  cites  Sheldon  agt.  Paine  (7  iT.  Y.  [3  Sdd.],  457) ; 
but  what  was  held  in  that  case  was  that  the  return  on  the 
execution  was  conclusive  as  against  the  sheriff ;  that  he  could 
not  gainsay  it,  and  that  the  evidence  given  by  him  to  impeacn 
it  should  have  been  excluded. 

Judge  BuGOLBS  does  in  that  case  say,  in  general  terms,  that 
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the  return  indorBed  on  the  execution  is  concInBive  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  sheriff  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the 
amount  of  money  raised  by  the  officer  on  the  writ. 

The  case  in  this  state  which  he  cites  {Townsend  agt.  OUn^ 
5  Wend,y  207),  however,  was  not  an  action  to  recover  for  a 
false  return,  but  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  to  recover 
the  amount  of  certain  notes  received  by  the  sheriff  upon  the 
execution,  in  which  the  sheriff  offered  to  prove  that  the  notes 
were  not  received  by  him  in  payment  of  the  execution,  or  for 
the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  but  were  taken  for  his  own  indemnity, 
which  he  was  not  allowed  to  do,  as  he  returned  on  the  execu- 
tion that  he  had  taken  the  notes  pursuant  to  the  plaintiff's 
direction.  What  was  held  in  the  case  was  that  the  sheriff 
could  not  be  permitted  to  gainsay  his  return  which,  under  his 
oath  of  office,  was  conclusive  against  him,  but  the  court  said 
that  though  the  defendant  was  concluded  by  the  return  the 
plaintiff  was  not,  and  that  he  was  entitled  to  show  that  what 
was  contained  in  the  return  as  to  the  direction  given  by  him 
was  not  correct,  which  as  an  authority  is  directly  the  other 
way.  What  I  understand  to  have  been  held  in  the  cases  is 
that  an  officer's  return,  being  under  his  official  oath,  cannot 
be  contradicted  or  impeached  in  the  action  in  which  it  is 
made;  that  it  is  not  traversable  in  the  action  as  the  court 
will  not  try  upon  affidavits  whether  it  is  true  or  false,  but  will 
leave  the  party  to  his  action  for  a  false  return,  and  that  it 
cannot  be  impeached  in  certain  collateral  proceedings  where 
there  was  an  ample  remedy  by  a  writ  of  error,  or  for  an  action 
for  a  false  return,  as  where  in  an  action  for  trespass  an  officer 
justifies  an  arrest  under  a  justice's  execution ;  that  it  cannot 
be  shown  that  he  fraudulently  served  the  original  process 
(  Wheeler  agt.  Latham,^  14  Johns.^  481 ;  Putna/m  agt.  Man^ 
3  Wend,^  202;  -4Zfew  agt.  Ma/tiin^  10  trf.,  300;  Crocker  on 
Sheriffs  [2e?  ed.\  see.  44,  j>.  80  ;  SeweU  on  Sheriffs^  886). 

The  general  rule  is  thus  stated  in  a  very  reliable  work 
(  Warson  on  Sheriffs,  p.  72),  "  Credence  is  given  to  the  return 
of  the  sheriff,  so  much  so  that  there  can  be  no  averment 
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against  the  sheriff's  return  in  the  same  action,  although  a 
party  in  any  other  action  or  in  an  action  against  the  sheriff 
may  show  that  snch  a  return  is  false ; "  which  statement  of 
the  general  rule  is  sustained  by  the  older  and  higher  authority 
of  Dalton,  whose  statement  of  the  law  upon  the  subject  may 
be  substantially  translated  as  follows :  ^^  As  the  sheriff  is  an 
officer  deputed  by  the  law  and  by  the  king  for  his  courts,  no 
one  will  be  allowed  to  contradict  or  traverse  (^  admit  de 
(werrer  directment  enoowiter^)  his  return,  except  in  some 
special  cases,  the  reason  being  that  justice  must  be  adminis- 
tered ;  that  the  judges  who  administer  it  must  necessarily  put 
trust  and  confidence  in  such  a  person ;  and  that  if  every  one 
could  contradict  the  retuiTis  of  the  sheriff,  justice  would  be 
obstructed  by  their  acts  and  delays ;  and  yet  sheriffs  and  their 
officers  have  often  been  found  faulty  on  their  part  in  making 
their  returns,  &c.,  which,  in  fact,  arises  from  corruption,  and 
partly  by  their  negligence  and  remissness ;  and  as  the  making 
of  such  false  returns  is  mischievous  to  the  subject,  the  statutes 
and  laws  of  the  realm  have  allowed  men,  in  some  cases,  to 
contradict  the  return  of  the  sheriff  {de  aver  encounter  le 
retume  dd  vie,)  "  {Dalion  on  Sheriffs^  chap,  42,  pp,  189  and 
190).  But  whatever  the  rule  may  be,  the  sheriff  here  offered 
the  return  to  show,  in  mitigation  of  damages,  the  actual 
amoant  he  had  received ;  and  on  the  authority  of  this  very 
case  of  Townsend  agt.  Olin  {8vpra\  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  show  that  the  return  was  not  correct,  and  that  the  sheriff 
had  received  a  larger  amount. 

It  was  further  objected  to  this  evidence  that  the  plaintiff 
had  brought  an  action  to  recover  treble  damages  against  the 
defendant  for  taking,  in  this  case,  excessive  fees,  in  respect  to 
which  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  action  was  brought  after 
the  present  action  was  commenced  and  the  cause  of  action 
here  had  accrued ;  and  that  nothing  was  determined  in  that 
action,  as  the  complaint  was  dismissed  because  it  was  not 
properly  brought.  It  is  by  no  means  clear  that  the  liability 
of  the  sheriff,  under  the  statute,  for  taking  excessive  fees,  if 
Voi.  L:^         36 
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there  had  been  a  recovery,  would  have  been  material  upon 
the  question  of  damages  in  this  action ;  but  if  it  would  there 
was  no  recovery,  the  action  being  dismissed.  It  is  therefore 
incumbent  upon  the  plaintijf  to  prove,  under  the  issue  joined, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  a  corporation,  and  that  the  execution 
returned  as  collected  in  part  was  founded  upon  a  valid  judg- 
ment. The  time  to  make  that  objection  to  the  plaintiff's 
recovery  was  when  the  motion  was  made  for  judgment  upon 
the  pleadings,  when  proof  of  both  these  facts  might  have 
been  supplied.  It  appears  from  the  order  giving  judgment 
upon  the  pleadings  that  the  motion  was  opposed,  and  that  the 
parties  had  consented  in  writing  that  the  damages  might  be 
assessed  by  the  judge  holding  the  trial  term,  on  the  17th  of 
August,  1878,  who  assessed  them  at  the  nominal  amount  of  six 
cents,  from  which  the  plaintiff  appealed,  and  the  general  term 
of  the  marine  court  ordered  another  assessment.  It  does  not 
appear  that  any  such  objection  as  the  waut  of  this  proof  was 
raised  before  judge  Goepp,  and  it  is  inferable  that  it  was  not, 
as  in  his  written  opinion  the  only  questions  he  discusses  are 
these  that  I  have  already  considered,  and  which  are  the  ques- 
tions mainly  relied  upon  by  the  defendant  in  the  appeal  to 
this  court.  The  objection  was  made,  during  the  assessment 
before  judge  Shbridax,  of  the  want  of  proof  of  a  judgment ; 
but  the  plaintiff  gave  the  execution  in  evidence,  with  the 
defendant's  return  in  writing  that  he  had  made  $387  upon 
it ;  and  the  answer  given  to  the  objection  was  that,  it  appear- 
ing by  the  return  that  the  sheriff  had  acted  upon  the  execution, 
and  that  he  had  made  $387  upon  it,  and  had  paid  that  amount 
to  the  plaintiff,  it  was  not  necessary  to  prove  the  judgment 
upon  which  the  execution  was  issued.  I  think  the  objection 
was  then  too  late.  It  should  have  been  made  to  the  judge 
before  whom  the  motion  was  argued  for  judgment  upon  the 
pleadings,  when  the  proof  of  it,  as  well  as  of  the  corporate 
character  of  the  plaintiff,  might  have  been  supplied;  or  it 
should  have  been  raised  on  the  appeal  to  the  general  term  of 
the  marine  court.     The  previous  assessment  was  at  a  nominal 
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sum,  with  wUch  the  defendant  was.  Batisfied,  as  he  did  not 
appeal ;  and  if  he  meant  to  rely  upon  the  want  of  this  formal 
proof,  it  was  his  dnty  to  have  raised  this  objection  then,  when 
the  plaintiff  brought  an  appeal  to  obtain,  which  he  did,  a 
reassessment,  a  proceeding  that  was  nnnecessary,  and  which 
involved  loss  of  time  and  expense,  if  the  judgment  given 
apon  the  pleadings  was  defective  in  assuming  the  existence 
of  facts  that  had  not  been  proved.  I  do  not  think  it  neces* 
sary  to  consider  whether  the  proof  should  have  been  given 
under  the  pleadings  or  not,  as,  in  my  opinion,  the  defendant 
is  not  entitled  to  have  the  judgment  reversed  on  the  appeal 
to  this  court,  for  the  want  of  this  formal  proof,  having  made 
no  such  objection  when  the  plaintiff  on  the  trial  before 
judge  GoEPP  moved  for  judgment  on  the  issues  presented  by 
the  pleadings,  and  when,  for  all  that  we  know,  the  proof 
might  then  have  been  supplied  if  the  objection  had  been 
made  of  the  want  of  it  {Doane  agt.  JSddie,  16  Wend.y  625, 
526 ;  Jackson  agt.  Dams,  5  CW.,  127 ;  Pierce  agt.  Sackett, 
Lalor  Hep.y  115 ;  Za/wrence  agt.  Barker^  5  Wend.,  304,  306 ; 
MeriM  agt.  Seaman,  6  Banrh,,  336 ;  Patterson  agt.  Westervett, 
17  Wend.,  545 ;  Beehnuim  agt.  Bond,  19  id.,  444 ;  Pyerss 
V.  Wheeler,  15  id.,  439 ;  Ford  agt.  Monroe,  20  id.,  211 ;  Jack-^ 
son  agt.  Chvniman,  4  id.,  283 ;  UnderhiU  agt.  Pomeroy,  3 
ma,  603). 
In  my  opinion  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

H.  B.  Claflin  &  Co.  agt.  John  W.  Hamlin  and  F.  N, 

Hamlin. 

Injunction — Ptfwr  of  wpreme  court  to  re$train  the  proieeuHon  of  action*  %1^ 

othor  states. 

While,  as  a  general  rule,  the  courts  of  this  state  will  decline  to  interfere 
by  injunction  to  restrain  its  citizens  from  proceeding  in  an  action  which 
has  been  commenced  in  the  courts  of  a  sister  state,  there  are  exceptions 
to  this  rule;  and  where  a  case  is  presented  fairly  constituting  such 
exception,  extreme  delicacy  should  not  deter  the  court  from  controlling 
the  conduct  of  a  party  within  its  jurisdiction  to  prevent  oppression  or 
fraud.    No  rule  of  comity  or  policy  forbids  it. 

Thus,  when  F.  N.  Hamlin  and  Robert  W.  Hale  (now  dead)  were,  in  1S71, 
copartners  in  business  in  Chicago  and  were  burned  out  by  the  great  fire 
of  that  year  their  indebtedness  amounted  to  over  1 1,000,001  and  the 
plaintiffs  were  the  largest  creditors.  A  compromise  was  effected  for 
fifty  cents  on  the  dollar.  F.  N.  Hamlin  started  in  business  again  with 
another  partner,  the  plaintiffs  loaning  the  new  firm  large  sums  of 
money.  F.  N.  Hamlin,  in  1876,  being  refused  a  loan  of  $15,000  by  the 
plaintiffs,  charged  them  with  having  received  more  than  they  were  enti- 
tled to  under  the  compromise,  and  has  since  brought  a  number  of  suits 
against  them  in  Dlinois  in  the  name  of  his  father  alleging  conspiracy  on 
their  part  with  his  former  partner.  Hale,  to  defraud  the  other  creditors. 
The  plaintiffs  assert  that  the  suits  are  brought  for  blackmailing  purposes, 
and  that  the  assignments  from  creditors  of  Hamlin^s  firm,  on  which 
they  are  based,  have  been  decided  to  have  been  obtained  by  fraudulent 
representations: 

Bdd,  that  this  is  one  of  those  special  eases  which  warrant  the  court  in 
exercising  its  power,  and  that  the  suit  brought  by  John  W.  Hamlin 
in  the  state  of  Dlinois  was  not  brought  in  good  faith  and  was  brought 
for  the  purpose  of  vexing,  annoying  and  harrassing  the  plaintifis  in  this 
action,  and,  therefore,  the  preliminary  injunction  should  be  continued 
until  the  cause  can  be  tried. 

Special  Term,  October^  1881. 

Thb  plaintiffs  have  brought  snit  in  the  supreme  court 
against  John  W.  Hamlin  and  F.  N.  Hamlin  to  restrain  the 
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defendants  from  harrafleing  them  by  aUeged  groundless  litiga- 
tions  in  other  states,  and  to  compel  the  Ilamlins  to  sabmit 
all  matters  in  controversy  to  tlie  court  in  the  present  action. 
F.  N.  Hamlin  and  Robert  W.  Hale  (now  dead)  were,  in 
1871,  copartners  in  business  in  Chicago  and  were  burned  out 
by  the  great  fire  of  that  year.  Their  indebtedness  amounted 
to  over  $1,000,000,  and  H.  B.  Claflin  &  Co.  were  their  largest 
creditors.  A  compromise  was  effected  for  fifty  cents  on  the 
dollar.  F.  N.  Hamlin  started  in  business  again  with  another 
partner,  H.  B.  Claflin  &  Co.  loaning  the  new  firm  large  sums 
of  money.  F.  N.  Hamlin,  in  1876,  being  refused  a  loan  of 
$15,000  by  H.  B.  Claflin  &  Co.,  charged  them  with  having 
received  more  than  they  were  entitled  to  under  the  com- 
promise, and  has  since  brought  a  number  of  suits  against  them 
in  Illinois  in  the  name  of  his  father,  John  W.  Hamlin,  alleg- 
ing conspiracy  on  their  part  with  his  former  partner.  Hale, 
to  defraud  the  other  creditors.  The  plaintiffs  assert  that 
the  suits  are  brought  for  blackmailing  purposes,  and  that  the 
assignments  from  creditors  of  Hamlin's  firm,  on  which  they 
are  based,  have  been  decided  to  have  been  obtained  by  fraudu- 
lent representations. 

Vanderpody  Oreen  <Sb  Owmmg^  for  plaintiffs. 

Emery  Starrs  and  D<mid  P.  Mahony^  for  defendants. 

Lawbenob,  J.  —  It  was  held  by  this  court  in  the  case  of 
Vaii  agt.  Enapp  (49  Bwrl,  8.  C.  R.,  299)  that  while,  as  a 
general  rule,  the  courts  of  this  State  will  decline  to  interfere 
by  injunction  to  restrain  its  citizens  from  proceeding  in  an 
action  which  has  been  commenced  in  the  courts  of  a  sister 
state,  there  are  exceptions  to  the  rule ;  and  that  where  a  case 
is  presented  fairly  constituting  such  exception,  extreme  deli- 
cacy should  not  deter  the  court  from  controlling  the  conduct 
of  a  party  within  its  jurisdiction  to  prevent  oppression  or 
fraud,  and  that  no  rule  of  comity  or  policy  forbids  it. 
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Judge  Ingallb,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in 
that  case,  refers  with  approbation  to  the  following  language 
of  Mr.  justice  Stoey  in  his  Equity  Jurispnidence :  "Although  - 
the  courts  of  one  country  have  no  authority  to  stay  proceed- 
ings in  the  courts  of  another,  they  have  undoubted  authority 
to  control  aU  persons  and  things  within  their  own  territorial 
limits.  When,  therefore,  both  parties  to  a  suit  in  a  foreign 
country  are  residents  within  the  territorial  limits  of  another 
country,  the  courts  of  equity  in  the  latter  may  act  in  personam 
upon  those  parties  and  direct  them  by  injunction  to  proceed 
no  further  in  such  suit.  In  such  a  case  these  courts  act  upon 
acknowledged  principles  of  public  law  in  regard  to  jurisdic- 
diction.  They  do  not  pretend  to  direct  or  control  the  foreign 
court,  but  without  regard  to  the  situation  of  the  subject-mat- 
ter of  the  dispute  they  consider  the  equities  between  the 
parties  and  decree  in  personam  according  to  those  equities  and 
enforce  obedience  to  their  decree  by  process  in  personam?'* 

In  Dehon  agt.  Foster  (4  AUen^  650)  Biqelow,  Ch.  J.,  says : 
"  The  authority  of  this  court,  as  a  court  of  chancery,  upon  a 
proper  case  being  made  to  restrain  persons  within  its  jurisdic- 
tion from  prosecuting  suits  either  in  the  courts  of  this  state  or 
of  other  states  or  foreign  countries  is  clear  and  indisputable. 
In  the  execution  of  this  power  courts  of  equity  proceed,  not 
upon  any  claim  of  right  to  interfere  with  and  control  the 
course  of  proceeding  in  other  tribunals,  or  to  prevent  them 
adjudicating  on  the  rights  of  parties  when  brought  in  contro- 
versy and  duly  presented  for  their  determination,  but  the 
jurisdiction  is  founded  on  the  clear  authority  vested  in  courts 
of  equity  over  persons  within  the  limits  of  their  jurisdiction 
and  amenable  to  process  to  restrain  them  from  doing  acts 
which  will  work  an  injury  to  others,  and  are  therefore  con- 
trary to  equity  and  good  conscience.  As  the  decree  of  the 
court  in  such  cases  is  pointed  solely  at  the  party,  and  does  not 
extend  to  the  tribunal  where  the  suit  or  proceeding  is  pend- 
ing, it  is  wholly  immaterial  that  the  party  is  prosecuting  his 
action  in  the  courts  of  a  foreign  state  or  country." 
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In  Migd  agt.  Scheurman  (40  Ga.y  206)  the  Georgia  court 
of  chancery  enjoined  the  defendant,  a  citizen  of  Georgia,  from 
proceeding  against  the  plaintiff  in  the  courts  of  this  state^ 
and  the  court  say :  "  In  restraining  him  by  injunction  from 
enforcing  this  unconscientious  demand  in  the  state  of  New 
York,  the  court  acts  upon  his  conscience  in  personam  and  not 
upon  the  courts  of  that  state.  The  person  of  the  defendant 
is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  the  proceedings  in  the 
courts  of  the  state  of  New  York  are  not,  and  we  do  not  inter- 
fere with  them  "  {SeSj  alsOy  Kittell  agt.  KiMellj  8  Daly^  72 ; 
Crafistown,  agt.  Johnson^  3  Ves.  Jr,y  183 ;  Erie  Railway  agt. 
Hamsay,  45  If,  T".,  637 ;  remarTcs  of  Foloer,  e/".,  at  pages 
648  amd  649 ;  Mam^ie  agt.  WaUs,  6  Cranch,  148). 

Guided  by  these  authorities  I  reach  the  conclusion  that  it 
is  within  the  power  of  this  court  to  restrain  the  defendant 
John  W.  Hamlin,  who  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of 
this  action  and  at  the  time  of  the  granting  of  this  injunction 
was  a  citizen  of  the  state  of  New  York,  from  prosecuting  the 
action  in  the  courts  of  a  sister  state ;  and  the  only  question, 
therefore,  remaining  to  be  determined  is  whether  this  is  one 
of  those  special  cases  which  must  exist  in  order  to  warrant 
the  court  in  exercising  its  power.  Having  read  over  all  the 
affidavits  and  papers  in  this  case  I  am  forced  to  conclude  that 
the  suit  brought  by  John  W.  Hamlin  in  the  state  of  Illinois 
was  not  brought  in  good  faith,  and  was  brought  for  the  pur- 
pose of  vexing,  annoying  and  harrassing  the  plaintiffs  in  this 
action,  and  that  therefore  the  preliminary  injunction  granted 
by  Mr.  justice  Donohub  should  be  continued  until  the  cause 
can  be  tried. 
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N.,  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Edward  B.  Harper,  plaintiff  and  appellant,  agt.  Albbrt 
O.  GooDALL,  defendant  and  respondent. 

Broker —  Commimons — What  must  be  shown  to  sustain  action  for. 

A  broker  to  sustain  an  action  for  commissions  must  show  direct  employ- 
ment of  the  principal,  or  a  direct  authority  for  him  to  treat  with  the 
agents  of  the  principal. 

The  employment  of  a  real  estate  broker  to  rent  the  premises  in  which  the 
family  lives  is  not  within  the  scope  of  the  ordinary  agency  of  the  wife, 
and  special  authority  or  ratification  must  be  shown. 

General  Term^  J/ovember^  1881. 

Appeal  by  plaintiff  from  judgment  of  justice  Gednby,  of 
eighth  district  court,  dismissing  complaint.  Action  for  com- 
missions as  broker  in  procuring  tenants  for  339  West  Thirty- 
fourth  street.    Defense — No  employment  of  defendant. 

Henry  71  Dewey  and  Oeorge  W.  Brvsh^  for  appellant. 

D.  Jf.  Porter  and  Oeorge  H,  Krctoht^  for  respondent. 

J.  F.  Daly,  J. —  The  plaintiff  had  no  personal  transaction 
with  defendant,  neither  had  his  clerks  and  agents.  The  lat- 
ter acted  upon  the  assumption  that  defendant's  wife  and 
daughter  had  authority  to  employ  them.  No  authority  can 
be  assumed  in  a  case  like  the  present.  The  employment  of  a 
real  estate  broker  to  rent  the  premises  in  which  the  family  lives 
is  not  within  the  scope  of  the  ordinary  agency  of  the  wife, 
and  special  authority  or  ratification  must  be  shown.  There 
was  no  ratification,  for  defendant  is  not  shown  to  have  accepted 
the  fruits  of  plaintiff's  efforts  with  full  knowledge  of  tlie 
facts.  The  proper  course  for  the  plaintiff  would  have  been 
to  secure  a  direct  employment  from  defendant,  or  direct 
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authority  from  him  to  treat  with  the  latter's  wife  or  daughter 
on  the  subject. 

It  would  be  too  severe  to  hold  the  head  of  a  family  respon- 
sible for  such  admissions  and  declarations  as  a  shrewd  broker 
or  his  active  clerk,  who  is  "  working  up  the  case "  may  be 
able  to  extort  from  a  wife  and  daughter  or  other  members  of 
the  family. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Yan  Hoesek,  J.,  concurs. 


N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Bernabd  Beilly,  as  sheriff,  &c.,  respondent,  agt.  Jambs  A. 

Coleman,  impleaded,  &c.,  appellant. 

Sheriff — Band  qf  indemnity  given  to,  appUes  to  a  le/oy  made  brfcre  the  bond 

teoi  given, 

A  bond  of  indemnity  given  to  the  sheriff  applies  to  a  levy  made  before 
the  bond  was  given;  and  the  defendant,  in  a  suit  bj  the  sheriff  upon 
the  bond,  is  charged  with  the  knowledge  of  the  prior  levy  and  sale 
by  the  ^ving  of  the  bond,  unless  he  gives  affirmative  proof  upon  the 
trial  of  ignorance  of  those  facts. 

General  Tenriy  June^  1881. 

Before  Daly,  G.  e/..  Van  Beunt  <md  Van  Hokskn,  JJ. 

The  action  was  npon  a  bond  of  indemnity  signed  by  the 
defendant  and  given  to  the  sheriff.  The  levy  and  sale  under 
the  execution  issued  upon  the  judgment  mentioned  in  the 
instrument  was  had  before  the  bond  was  given.  Actions  were 
brought  against  the  sheriff  for  the  taking  and  sale  of  the 
property  and  recovery  had. 

E.  H.  Bemij  for  appellant. 

Senry  Thompeon^  for  respondent. 
Vol.  LXII        87 
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Pek  Cubiam. — The  importaDt  question  presented  is,  whether 
the  condition  of  the  bond  is  broad  enough  to  cover  the  indem- 
nitj  awarded  by  the  judgment  of  the  court  below.  The  obli- 
gators bound  themselves  to  save  the  sheriff  harmless  ^'  of  and 
from  all  harm,  let,  trouble,  damage,  liability,  costs,  counsel 
fees,  expenses,  suits,  actions,  judgments,  attachments,  fines, 
special  proceedings  and  executions  that  shall  or  may  at  any 
time  arise  «  «  *  for  or  by  reason  of  the  levy,  taking 
and  making  sale,  under  or  by  virtue  of  such  execution,  of  all 
or  any  personal  property  which  he  or  they  shall  or  may  judge 
to  belong  to  the  said  judgment  debtor."  *  *  * 

The  defendant  is  charged  with  the  knowledge  of  the  prior 
levy  and  sale  by  the  giving  of  the  bond.  If  he  desired  to 
avail  himself  of  ignorance  of  those  facts,  he  should  have 
given  affirmative  proof  to  that  effect  upon  the  triaL 

In  Griffith  agt.  Hardenhirg  (41  N.  Y.^  4-64),  the  court 
held,  in  substance,  that  the  condition  of  the  bond  covered  the 
prior  levy,  and  a  tortious  act  committed  by  the  sheriff  under 
the  defendant's  direction.  As  to  the  latter  it  needed  proof 
of  the  direction  to  hold  the  defendant  liable,  to  indemnify, 
where  the  recovery  was  had  solely  for  the  tortious  entry. 
That  question  is  not  here  involved.  The  case  of  AUstan  agt 
Conger  (66  JSa/rb.,  272),  seems  in  point.  The  bond  was  there 
held  to  apply,  althovgh  the  levy  had  been  made  before  it  was 
given.  The  court  says :  '^  It  is  not  to  save  him  harmless  from 
any  levy  he  may  thereafter  make,  but  from  any  levy  under 
the  execution  described.  *  *  *  The  fact  that  the  levy  was 
made  before  the  bond  was  given  does  not  affect  the  question. 
A  previous  levy  is  equally  within  the  condition  of  the  bond." 

This  instrument  was  given  to  protect  the  sheriff  against  any 
judgment  which  might  arise  from  his  making  sale  under  the 
execution  mentioned  in  it.  Though  the  sale  had  been  made 
before,  the  judgment  was  not  recovered  until  after  bond  was 
given. 

The  judgment  must  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
John  D.  Neous  agt.  The  City  of  Bbookltn  and  others. 

Brooklyn  Elevated  Railway  —  Power  qf  the  eupreme  court  to  prevent  (hy  in- 
junction) the  ecmmon  council  from  passing  over  the  mayor's  veto  a  resolu- 
tion changing  the  route  of  such  railway  —  The  consent  of  the  boa/rd  not 
sufficient  without  that  of  the  mayor — No  right  to  change  the  route  since  the 
constUutional  amendment  of  1875 —  The  receiver  no  power  to  accept  the 
franchise  to  he  conferred  by  the  common  council —  The  resolution  a  gross 
perversion  of  any  discretion,  and  tending  to  establish  a  public  nuisance. 

The  Bruff  Elevated  Railway  Company  of  Brooklyn  was  incorporated  by 
an  act  passed  May  26, 1874  The  authority  conferred  upon  it  to  appro- 
priate the  streets  in  the  city  is  contained  in  section  8  of  that  act  and  is 
as  follows:  (After  reciting  the  route  as  fixed  between  the  East  river  sus- 
pension bridge  and  Woodhaven,  Queens  county)  the  latter  part  of  the 
act  reads  thus:  "Or  on  such  streets  and  avenues  as  may  be  named  by 
the  mayor  and  common  council  of  the  city  of  Brooklyn  as  being  more 
suitable  for  carrying  out  the  objects  contemplated  in  the  erection  of 
said  railway."  The  common  council  passed  a  resolution,  which/  in 
effect,  authorizes  an  elevated  railroad  to  be  constructed  upon  Fulton 
street  and  Myrtle  avenue  and  several  other  streets  not  named  in  the  said 
act  of  incorporation.  The  mayor  vetoed  the  same.  They  claim  the 
right  to  pass  said  resolution  under  the  last  clause  of  section  8  of  the 
charter,  and  this  nearly  eight  years  after  the  corporate  franchise  was 
granted,  and  a  considerable  time  after  the  railway  company  had  appro- 
priated the  streets  named  in  its  charter  to  its  corporate  uses.  The 
common  council  proposes  to  pass  the  resolution  over  the  mayor's  veto, 
and  an  injunction  is  sought  by  the  plaintiff,  who  sues  in  behalf  of  him- 
self and  others  similarly  situated  to  restrain  such  proposed  action. 

Held,  first  That  the  court  has  the  power  to  prevent  the  conunission  of 
illegal  acts  by  the  members  of  the  common  council  in  a  proper  case 
and  at  the  suit  of  the  proper  partiea  The  members  of  the  common 
council  are  mere  agents  with  defined  and  limited  powers.  While  the 
court  cannot  rightfully  control  the  proper  exercise  of  the  discretion 
vested  in  them,  yet  when  they  threaten  an  abuse  or  illegal  exercise  of 
such  discretion,  and  especially  when  they  claim  the  right  to  exercise 
powers  which  they  do  not  possess,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  inter- 
pose its  authority  whenever  it  becomes  necessary  for  the  protection  of 
public  or  private  rights  or  interests. 

Second,  The  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  this  action  rests:  First.  Upon 
the  familiar  principle  that  one  who  will  be  especially  injured  by  the 
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creation  of  a  public  nuisance,  may  Invoke  the  interposition  of  the  court 
to  prevent  it  Second.  Upon  that  provision  of  the  charter  of  the  city 
of  Brooklyn,  which  makes  the  aldermen  the  trustees,  and  the  resident 
taxpayers  cestuia  que  trustees  in  respect  to  the  property  intrusted  to  the 
care  of  the  former;  and.  Third.  Upon  the  act  of  1881,  chapter  581,  which 
expressly  authorizes  the  prosecution  of  all  officers,  agents,  &c.,  acting 
on  behalf  of  any  municipal  corporation,  by  taxpayers,  by  action  to  pre- 
vent any  illegal  act. 

Third,  That  the  consent  of  the  board  of  aldermen  is  not  sufficient  with- 
out that  of  the  mayor.  The  statute  plainly  requires  the  consent  of 
both.  The  unanimous  consent  of  the  common  council  would  not  be  an 
effectual  execution  of  the  power,  miich  less  would  the  consent  of  two- 
thirds  of  the  members  thereof,  however  manifested.  Nor  was  the  exer- 
cise of  the  power  committed  to  a  single  board  composed  of  the  mayor 
and  common  council.  But  if  such  was  the  nature,  it  could  be  exer- 
cised only  upon  a  meeting  of  all,  or  a  meeting  of  a  majority,  upon  due 
and  reasonable  notice. 

Fourth,  That  the  company  having  elected  to  adopt  the  route  designated  in 
the  charter,  and  the  mayor  and  common  council  having  acquiesced 
therein,  such  election  has  barred  all  parties  concerned,  and  has  put  an 
end  to  the  power  to  change  the  route  so  designated. 

Fyth,  That  the  power  to  change  the  route  was  also  annulled  by  the  amend- 
ment to  article  8  of  the  constitution,  which  took  effect  Januaiy  1,  1875. 

Bixth,  That  the  action  of  the  common  council  would  be  ineffectual  for 
lack  of  power  in  the  receivers  of  the  railroad  company  to  accept  the 
new  privileges  or  franchises  which  the  common  council  purpose  to 
confer. 

Special  Term^  December^  1881. 

MonoN  by  plaintiflE  to  continue  the  injunction  enjoining 
the  common  council  from  passing  over  the  mayor's  veto  the 
resolution  changing  the  route  of  the  Bruff  railway. 

Damd  Ba/meU^  Herbert  Q.  HvU^  T.  G.  Ororvin  and  Erastfus 
Cooky  for  plaintiffs. 

Winchester  Brittoriy  for  the  common  council! 

Joshua  M,  Van  Cott,  for  the  receivers. 

GiLBSBT,  J.  —  The  Elevated  Railway  Company,  defendant, 
was  incorporated  by  an  act  passed  May  26, 1 874.   The  authority 
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conferred  npon  it  to  appropriate  the  streets  in  the  citj  is  con- 
tained in  section  8  of  that  act,  and  is  as  follows :  (Here  the 
route  is  recited  as  fixed  between  the  East  river,  Suspension 
Bridge  and  Woodhaven,  Queens  county),  the  latter  part  of  the 
act  reading  thus :  ^^  Or  on  such  streets  and  avenues  as  may 
be  named  by  the  major  and  common  council  of  the  city  of 
Brooklyn,  as  being  more  suitable  for  carrying  out  the  objects 
contemplated  in  the  erection  of  said  railway."  The  common 
council  claim  the  right,  under  the  last  clause  of  the  above 
section  of  the  charter,  to  pass  the  resolution  which  in  effect 
authorizes  an  elevated  railroad  to  be  constructed  upon  Fulton 
street  and  Myrtle  avenue,  and  several  other  streets  not  named 
in  the  said  act  of  incorporation.  They  claim  to  exercise  such 
a  power  nearly  eight  years  after  the  corporate  franchise  was 
granted,  and  a  considerable  time  after  the  railway  company 
had  appropriated  the  streets  named  in  its  charter  to  its  corpo- 
rate uses.  An  injunction  is  sought  by  the  plaintiff,  who 
sues  in  behalf  of  himself  and  others  similarly  situated,  to 
restrain  such  proposed  action  of  the  common  council. 

It  is  too  late  to  deny  the  power  of  the  court  to  prevent  the 
commission  of  illegal  acts  by  the  members  of  the  common 
council  in  a  proper  case  and  at  the  suit  of  proper  parties. 
The  members  of  the  common  council  are  mere  agents  with 
defined  and  limited  powers  (1  R.  /SI,  337,  sec.  22 ;  Id.  599 
9ec8.  1  amd  3).  While  the  court  cannot  rightfully  control 
the  proper  exercise  of  the  discretion  invested  in  them,  yet 
when  they  threaten  an  abuse  or  illegal  exercise  of  such  dis- 
cretion, and  especially  when  they  claim  the  right  to  exercise 
powers  which  they  do  not  possess,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  interpose  its  authority  wheneveir  it  becomes  neces- 
sary for  the  protection  of  public  or  private  rights  or  interests. 
The  action  of  the  common  council  which  the  plaintiff  asks 
the  court  to  restrain,  if  unauthorized,  must  result  in  the 
creation  of  a  public  as  well  as  private  nuisance,  for  no  argu- 
ment is  necessary  to  show  that  such  an  interference  with  a 
street  as  would  follow  from  the  construction  and  operation 
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thereon  of  an  elevated  railroad  for  the  transportation  of  pas- 
sengers and  merchandise  by  means  of  steam  power,  would 
detract  from  the  ordinary  uses  of  the  street  and  disturb  the 
comforts  of  the  citizens  whose  houses  abut  thereon,  and  if 
done  without  legal  authority  would  be  a  nuisance  per  ae. 
The  right  to  interfere  with  streets  exists  only  under  statutes 
which  confer  the  authority  expressly  or  by  clear  implication. 
The  right  of  the  plaintiff,  therefore,  to  maintain  this  action 
rests  (1)  upon  the  familiar  principle  that  one  who  will  be  espe- 
cially injured  by  the  creation  of  a  public  nuisance  may  invoke 
the  interposition  of  the  court  to  prevent  it ;  (2)  upon  that  pro- 
vision of  the  charter  of  the  city  of  Brooklyn  which  makes 
the  aldermen  the  trustees  and  resident  taxpayers  cestui^  qvs 
trustee  in  respect  to  the  property  intrusted  to  the  care  of  the 
former  {title  19,  sec,  20) ;  and  (3)  upon  the  act  of  1881,  chap^ 
ter  531,  which  expressly  authorizes  the  prosecution  of  all 
officers,  agents,  &c.,  acting  on  behalf  of  any  municipal  cor- 
poration, by  taxpayers  by  action  to  prevent  any  illegal  official 
act.  The  principle  stated  is  well  established  independently 
of  any  statute  {Hodges  agt.  City  of  Buffalo^  2  Dv^r^  110; 
Dame  agt.  Mayor^  1  Zhier^  451 ;  14  N,  J".,  510 ;  RoseveU 
agt.  Drarpe/r^  Id.,^  318;  Ayres  agt.  Lavxrenoe  cmd  another^ 
Com.y  59  N.  Y.,  cmd  cases  cited;  Demarest  agt.  Wickham^ 
63  id.j  320 ;  Dill.  Mtm.  Corp.,  sec.  922,  <md  cases  cited).  I 
pass  by  the  allegations  of  fraud  and  corruption  contained  in 
the  complaint.  They  are  vague  and  indefinite,  and  are  made 
upon  information  and  belief  only.  They  are  denied  by  the 
affidavits  of  persons  who  must  have  been  privy  to  the  fraud 
or  corruption,  if  any  had  existed.  Whatever  unfavorable 
impressions  may  be  drawn  by  private  persons  from  the 
character  or  conduct  of  the  individuals  assailed,  the  court  can 
act  only  upon  evidence  sufficient  to  prove  the  facts  alleged. 
The  allegation  that  a  large  sum  had  been  offered  for  the 
privileges  conferred  by  the  resolution  in  question  is  of  no 
legal  significance,  for  the  reason  that  the  common  council  had 
no  power  to  accept  the  offer.    The  right  to  dispose,  by  special 
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grant,  of  the  use  of  the  streets  of  the  city  to  raiboad  corpo- 
rations without  the  consent  of  owners  of  the  property 
thereon,  no  longer  exists  in  the  common  council  or  in  the 
legislature. 

The  decisiye  questions,  therefore,  are:  1.  Whether  the 
common  council  can  exercise  the  power  claimed,  assuming  its 
existence,  in  the  mode  adopted  by  them  ?  and,  2.  Whether 
the  power  originally  granted  is  still  in  force  ?  Both  questions 
must,  I  think,  be  answered  in  the  negative.  The  power  forms 
no  part  of  the  mass  of  legislative  powers  which  have  been 
delegated  to  the  common  council  by  the  city  charter,  but  is 
a  special  authority  conferred  upon  the  mayor  and  common 
council  by  the  statute  incorporating  the  raih*oad  company 
{See  Matter  of  North  agt.  Gary,  4  N.  T.  Sup.  Ct.  [T.  and 
C],  357;  New  York  and  Brooklyn  Saw  Mill  Co.  agt.  Oityy 
71  N.  T.y  580).  The  statute  plainly  requires  the  consent  of 
both.  The  unanimous  consent  of  the  common  council  would 
not  be  an  effectual  execution  of  the  power,  much  less  would 
the  consent  of  two-thirds  of  the  members  thereof,  however 
manifested.  Nor  was  the  exercise  of  the  power  committed 
to  a  single  board  composed  of  the  mayor  and  common  council. 
But  if  such  was  its  nature,  it  could  be  exercised  only  upon  a 
meeting  of  all  or  a  meeting  of  a  majority  upon  due  and 
reasonable  notice  to  the  others  (2  R.  S.j  555,  sec.  27 ;  People 
agt.  Nichols^  52  N.  J".,  481).  Upon  either  view  of  the  sub- 
ject the  proposed  action  of  the  common  council  would  be 
illegal.  I  am  also  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  power  has 
ceased  to  exist.  It  was  conferred  in  1874.  The  company 
has  erected  portions  of  its  road  and  partially  completed  the 
same  throughout  the  route  designated  in  its  charter,  and  on 
the  1st  of  September,  1879,  mortgaged  its  railroad  constructed, 
or  to  be  constructed,  including  all  the  railways,  ways  and 
rights  of  way,  acquired  or  to  be  acquired.  Whatever  has 
been  done  by  the  company  toward  liie  construction  of  its 
road  has  been  done  upon  the  streets  named  in  its  charter, 
and  each  of  such  streets  has  to  a  greater  or  less  extent  been 
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OBed  by  the  company  for  the  purposefi  of  its  incorporation. 
In  September,  1880,  the  company  was  adjudged  to  be  insol- 
vent, and  receivers  were  appointed  of  all  its  property,  fran- 
chises and  effects.  The  authorities  of  the  city  acquiesced  in 
the  use  of  the  streets  designated  in  the  charter  of  the  com- 
pany, and  neither  the  company  nor  the  mayor  or  common 
council  intimated  in  any  manner  that  the  streets  so  designated 
were  not  the  most  suitable  for  the  objects  contemplated  by 
the  legislature.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  company  elected 
to  adopt  the  route  designated  in  the  charter,  and  that  the 
mayor  and  common  council  have  acquiesced  therein.  Such 
election  has  barred  all  parties  concerned,  and  has  put  an  end 
to  the  power  to  change  the  route  so  designated.  The  power 
to  change  the  route  was  also  annulled  by  the  amendment  to 
article  S  of  the  constitution,  which  took  effect  January  1, 
1875.  It  matters  little  by  what  name  the  act  of  ^^  naming 
streets  more  suitable"  may  be  called.  The  l^al  effect  of 
such  an  act  would  be  to  grant  to  the  railroad  company  rights 
which  it  does  not  now  possess,  namely,  a  right  to  lay  down 
railroad  tracks,  and  also  an  exclusive  privilege  to  operate  a 
railroad  thereon.  That  would  be  a  plain  violation  of  section 
10  of  said  article  3.  The  legislature  itself  now  possesses  no 
power  to  make  such  a  grant.  That  was  abrogated  by  the 
constitutional  amendment.  The  power  of  the  common  coun- 
cil, being  derived  from  a  legislative  act,  is,  so  far  as  the  same 
remains  unexecuted,  also  abrogated,  for  a  derivative  power 
cannot  survive  an  original  power.  The  effect  here  given  to 
the  amendments  of  the  constitution  has  been  declared  in 
several  decisions  of  the  court  of  appeals.  In  Falconer  cmd 
(mother  agt.  The  Buffalo  am,d  Jamestown  Radl/road  Compam/ 
the  issue  of  bonds  in  aid  of  the  construction  of  a  railroad 
under  the  town  bonding  act  of  1869,  was  arrested  because 
the  condition  upon  which  the  right  to  the  bonds  depended, 
namely,  the  construction  of  the  railroad  through  the  village 
of  Jamestown  had  not  been  fully  performed  when  the  amend- 
ment took  effect. 
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Judge  FoLGEB,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
said :  ^^  It  is  not  to  be  questioned  that  as  soon  as  they  (the 
amendments)  become  a  part  of  the  constitution  all  action 
of  towns  not  yet  finished  toward  the  issue  of  bonds,  in  aid  of 
any  corporations,  at  once  fell  to  the  ground,  unless  there  had, 
by  operation  of  law,  or  in  pursuance  of  some  authorized  and 
valid  agreement,  been  created  a  right  to  have  such  action  per- 
fected by  the  issuing  of  bonds."  The  same  principle  was 
decided  in  the  case  of  the  People  ex  rel,  Heljidd  agt.  The 
Trustees  of  the  Village  of  Fort  Mward  (71  Jt'.  r.,*28). 
In  the  Matter  of  the  New  York  Elefoai^d  RaH/road  Comr 
pany  (71  N.  7".,  327-349),  the  same  court  held  that  "  where 
a  special  act  was  passed  prior  to  1875,  creating  a  private  cor- 
poration, an  act  to  amend  its  charter  would  be  a  private  one, 
and  it  could  not,  therefore,  grant  the  right  to  lay  down  rail- 
road tracks,  and  that  nothing  could  be  done  by  the  legislature 
under  the  power  to  alter  acts  of  incorporation,  which  it  could 
not  constitutionally  do  by  an  original  bill."  The  successive 
extensions  of  the  time  limited  by  the  charter  of  the  company 
for  the  commencement  or  completion  of  its  road,  therefore, 
while  they  may  have  been  operative  as  waivers  of  the  forfeiture, 
do  not  continue  in  the  mayor  and  common  council  the  power 
to  authorize  the  company  to  construct  its  road  upon  streets 
not  designated  in  its  charter.  Furthermore,  the  power 
granted  was  not  one  which  authorized  an  extension  of  the 
original  grant  contained  in  the  charter  of  the  company,  by 
the  addition  of  other  streets  to  those  designated  thereon.  On 
the  contrary,  it  gave  to  the  company  merely  the  alternative 
right  of  using  those  streets  or  others  in  lieu  of  them.  The 
proposed  resolution  is,  in  my  judgment,  plainly  illegal,  in 
that  it  permits  the  company  to  use  the  streets  named  in  its 
charter,  and  many  others,  and  thus  established  additional 
routes  not  intended  by  the  legislature.  For  instance,  the 
company,  if  the  action  of  the  common  council  should  become 
effectual,  would  acquire  under  a  grant  of  the  right  to  con- 
struct and  operate  a  railroad  from  the  East  river  bridge  to 
Vol.  LXn        88 
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Woodhaven,  the  right  to  construct  one  from  Adams  street, 
through  Myrtle  avenue  and  Broadway,  to  another  terminus  at 
the  ferry  at  the  foot  of  the  latter  street.  Other  like  instances 
might  be  mentioned.  Such  a  palpable  perversion  of  the 
grant  would  have  to  be  condemned,  even  if  the  power 
claimed  by  the  common  council  were  still  in  force.  Finally, 
the  action  of  the  common  council  would  be  ineffectual  for 
lack  of  power  in  the  receivers  of  the  railroad  company  to 
accept  the  new  privileges  or  franchises  which  the  common 
council  purpose  to  confer.  The  mortgage  of  its  property  and 
franchise  before  mentioned  is  in  process  of  foreclosure.  No 
power  was  conferred  upon  the  receivers  by  the  orders  appoint- 
ing them,  to  obtain  or  accept  the  extension  of  the  com- 
pany's franchises  proffered  by  the  common  council.  Receiv- 
ers appointed  pendente  lite^  except  in  cases  (of  which  this 
case  is  not  one),  where  by  statute  they  are  made  assignees, 
have  no  powers  which  have  not  been  conferred  upon  them  by 
the  order  for  their  appointment  They  are  officers  of  the 
court,  and  their  duty  is  merely  to  protect  the  property  or 
fund  during  the  litigation.  Their  acts  are  the  acts  of  the 
court  when  duly  sanctioned,  but  when  not  so  sanctioned  they 
have  no  greater  effect  than  the  acts  of  other  unauthorized 
officers  or  agents  {Foster  agt.  Taumaendj  68  iT.  JT.,  206 ; 
Keeney  agt.  Home  Ins.  Oo.f  71  irf.,  396 ;  Finke  agt.  FinkSy 
2  Dept,  MSS,  wnd  cases  cited).  The  receivers,  in  their  affida- 
vit, which  was  read  in  opposition  to  this  motion,  set  forth 
that  the  decree  in  the  foreclosure  suit  referred  to  is  about  to  be 
entered,  and  that  a  reorganization  of  the  railroad  company  has 
been  agreed  upon,  which  reorganized  company  will  be  abund- 
antly solvent.  The  long  and  short  of  the  matter  in  hand 
then  is,  that  the  object  of  obtaining  the  proposed  extension  of 
and  addition  to  the  route  of  the  railroad  was  that  the  pur- 
chasers of  the  property  and  franchises  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany might  organize  a  new  corporation,  and  so  make  the  new 
franchises  available  for  their  benefit,  as  well  as  the  old  ones, 
and  this  was  to  be  accomplished  through  the  action  of  officers 
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of  this  court  It  is  enough  to  say  that  the  court  has  not 
sanctioned,  and  is  n«t  likely  to  sanction,  the  acquisition  of 
privileges  or  franchises  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  of  insol- 
vent corporations  at  the  expense  or  to  the  detriment  of  any 
citizen.  It  was  urged  on  the  argument  that  an  injunction 
should  not  be  issued  to  restrain  the  passage  of  the  proposed 
extension,  because  if  it  should  be  illegal  it  would  be  void,  and, 
therefore,  no  injury  could  result  therefrom  to  the  plaintiff. 
The  answer  is  that  the  resolution  would  give  a  colorable 
authority,  to  resist  which  would  require  a  multiplicity  of  suits. 
I  think  the  injunction  should  be  continued  in  such  form  as 
to  efiectually  restrain  the  passage  of  the  proposed  resolution 
and  the  exercise  in  any  manner  of  the  power  of  naming  more 
suitable  streets,  which  was  granted  by  the  charter  of  the  rail- 
road company,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  ten  dollars 
costs  of  this  motion. 

NoTB.  —  Despite  the  order  of  judge  Gilbbbt  continuing  the  injunc- 
tion, tue  seventeen  aldermen  who  adopted  the  resolution  passed  the  same 
over  the  veto  of  the  mayor.  Proceedings  were  talcen  and  an  order 
obtained  by  Mr.  David  Barnett,  counsel  for  the  property  owners,  requir- 
ing the  seventeen  aldermen  to  show  cause  why  they  should  not  be  pun- 
ished for  contempt  After  a  hearing  of  both  parties,  judge  Gilbbbt 
imposed  a  fine  of  ^60  upon  each  of  the  aldermen,  and  from  ten  to  thirty 
days  imprisonment  in  the  county  jail.  An  appeal  has  been  taken  by  the 
counsel  of  the  aldermen  and  a  stay  has  been  granted,  and  the  aldermen 
released  from  jaU.  —  [Ed. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Mart  S.  Bbadlet  agt.  Thbodobe  W.  Dwioht,  The  Presi- 
dent AND  Fellows  of  Yale  College,  William  Stbin- 
WAT,  The  Kew  York  Medical  College  and  Hospital 
FOR  Women  et  al. 

The  late  of  exehsat —  CompUUnt — Demwrrer —  CUUhm  againit  equity. 

An  allegation  in  a  complaint  that  B.  died  seized  of  lands,  intestate, 
unmarried  and  without  issue,  leaving  him  surviying  a  father,  an  alien, 
who  died  intestate  and  without  living  descendants,  whereby  the  land 
escheated,  is  not,  on  demvrrer,  a  sufficient  allegation  to  make  it  affirma- 
tively appear  that  the  father  died  without  heirs  having  legal  capacity  to 
take. 

It  is  the  settled  law  of  this  state  that  descent  between  brother  and  sister  is 
wnmedicLtet  notwithstanding  the  oheTiage  of  the  parent,  and,  therefore, 
the  allegation  in  the  complaint  that  the  lands  escheated  was  an  unau- 
thorized conclusion. 

B.,  being  seized  of  lands  in  fee,  mortgaged  them  to  C.  T^e  lands  were 
afterwards  conveyed  to  D.,  who  died  unmarried,  intestate  and  without 
issue,  leaving  him  surviving  a  father,  an  alien,  who  also  died  intestate 
without  leaving  descendants.  Afterwards,  in  1843,  the  mortgage  was 
foreclosed  in  chaocery,  but  the  state  to  whom  it  was  alleged  the  lands 
had  escheated  were  not  made  a  party.  The  legislature  released  the 
property  to  the  plaintiff,  who  brings  suit  to  redeem  against  the  holdera 
under  foreclosure,  who  have  been  in  undisputed  possession  for  thirty- 
eight  years.  No  notice  of  the  application  to  the  legislature  was  given 
the  defendants  as  required  by  Laws  of  1829,  chapter  259: 

EM,  that  the  plaintiff  shows  no  ground  of  equitable  relief.  A  court  of 
equity  should  not  lend  its  aid  in  furtherance  of  such  a  claim. 

Special  Term^  December^  1881. 

Theodore  W.  Dwight^  George  W,  CoUeriU  and  EveriU  P. 
Wheder^  for  demurrants. 

RaJ/ph  T.  Woodsy  opposed. 

Larremore,  J.  —  It  appears  by  the  complaint  that   on 
Janaary  26,  1828^  Abraham  Bell,  who  was  seized  in  fee  of 
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the  premiBcs  in  diispute,  mortgaged  the  same  to  '^  The  New 
York  Contributionship  for  the  insurance  of  houses  and  prop- 
erty from  loss  by  fire,"  as  security  for  the  payment  of  $6,000 
on  December  1, 1830. 

By  several  mesne  conveyances  the  title  of  the  premises 
vested  in  Bichard  Byrd,  April  80,  1828,  subject  to  said  mort- 
gage, who,  it  is  alleged,  died  seized  thereof,  unmarried,  intes- 
tate and  without  issue,  leaving  him  surviving  his  father  Joseph 
Byrd,  who  was  an  alien,  and  died  May  10,  1838,  intestate, 
and  without  living  descendants,  whereby  the  land  escheated 
to  the  people  of  the  state  of  New  York.  The  mortgage  of 
January  26,  1828,  was  foreclosed,  and  in  pursuance  of  a 
decree  of  the  court  of  chancery  the  premises  were  sold  and 
conveyed  to  Morris  Ketchum,  July  8,  1843,  for  the  sum  of 
$7,000,  who  entered  into  and  has  continued  in  possession 
thereof  by  himself  and  his  assigns  —  the  defendants  —  until 
the  commencement  of  this  action. 

It  is  further  alleged  that  the  people  of  the  state  of  New 
York  were  not  a  party  to  the  foreclosure  suit  and  their  right 
of  redemption  has  not  been  barred,  but  that  the  same,  by  cer- 
tain acts  of  the  legislature,  has  been  released  and  is  now 
vested  in  the  plaintiff,  who  brings  suit  to  redeem  the  premises 
from  the  lien  of  the  mortgage,  upon  an  offer  to  pay  any  sum 
due  thereon  after  deduction  of  the  rents,  gains  and  profits 
realized  therefrom. 

To  this  claim  the  defendants  severally  demur  and  insist 
that  no  just  cause  of  action  is  shown. 

By  the  law  of  this  state  all  lands  are  declared  to  be  allo- 
dial, subject  only  to  the  liability  to  escheat.  All  feudal  ten- 
ures of  every  description  are  abolished,  and  the  entire  and 
absolute  property  in  lands  is  vested  in  the  owners  according  to 
the  nature  of  their  respective  estates  {Siate  Constitntionj  art 
1,  sees.  11, 12  and  13).  By  the  force  of  constitutional  law, 
legislative  enactment  and  the  jurisprudence  of  the  state, 
escheat  —  a  remnant  of  the  feudal  tenure  —  depends  upon 
defect  of  heirs  as  the  essence  of  its  support. 
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The  gravamen  of  the  complaint  is,  that  Kichard  Byrd,  who 
was  seized  of  the  premises  in  dispute,  died  March  25,  1837, 
unmarried,  intestate  and  without  issue,  leaving  him  surviving 
his  father,  Joseph  Bjrd,  who  was  an  alien,  and  died  intestate 
and  without  living  descendants,  and  that  thereby  the  property 
escheated  to  the  people  of  the  state  of  New  York. 

At  common  law  a  parent  could  not  inherit  from  a  child 
{MoZean  agt.  Swantonj  13  If.  Z.,  542).  The  enabling  stat- 
utes in  this  respect  {Lanjoa  1786,  chap.  12 ;  R.  S,  [5  JEdm-lj 
702-8)  were  in  derogation  of  the  common  law.  The  statute 
provides  that  if  either  parent  be  incapable  of  inheriting,  then 
the  lands  shall  descend  to  the  remotest  possible  heir. 

It  is  settled  by  judicial  authority  that  the  descent  between 
brother  and  sister  is  immediate,  notwithstanding  the  alien^ige 
of  a  parent  {Lulm  agt.  Eimer^  15  Run^  400 ;  80  N.  Y,^  179 ; 
Jackson  agt.  Oreen^  7  Wend.^  337).  Therefore  the  allegation 
in  the  complaint  that  the  lands  escheated  was  an  unauthorized 
conclusion. 

The  spirit  and  policy  of  our  law  does  not  favor  an  exten- 
sion of  the  doctrine  of  escheat.  This  is  manifested  by 
repeated  enactments  {Laws  1868,  chap.  513;  Laws  1872, 
chap.  141 ;  Laws  1877,  oJiap.  Ill),  that  the  title  of  a  citizen 
of  this  state  in  actual  possession  of  lands  shall  not  be  ques- 
tioned or  impeached  by  reason  of  the  alienage  of  any  person 
from  or  through  whom  such  title  may  have  been  derived.  By 
these  acts  the  rights  of  the  state  in  any  case  in  which  proceed- 
ings for  an  escheat  have  been  instituted,  as  well  as  the  rights 
of  devisees,  mortgagees  and  creditors,  are  saved  and  excepted. 

In  Jackson  agt.  Adams^  (7  Wend.^  367),  a  well  considered 
distinction  is  shown  between  a  citizen  and  an  alien  dying 
without  heirs.  In  the  former  case  it  is  decided  that  the  state 
had  no  right  of  entry  or  possession  of  his  lands  until  office 
found. 

The  mortgage  of  January  26, 1828,  was  a  valid  and  unques- 
tioned lien,  and  the  decree  of  foreclosure  thereupon,  entered 
June  23,  1843,  authorized  a  sale  of  the  premises  upon  which 
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the  purchasers  thereof  have  remained  in  nndistnrbed  and 
undisputed  possession  for  thirtj-eight  years.  Until  the  pres- 
ent suit,  thej  have  had  neither  actual  nor  constructive  notice 
of  any  adverse  claim,  and  if  one  may  not  ^'  sleep  upon  such 
title,"  then  all  legal  provisions  to  that  effect  are  inadequate 
and  ineffectual. 

Ko  notice  was  given  of  the  application  to  the  legislature 
for  a  release  of  the  property  in  question  {Laws  1829,  chap. 
259),  and  the  defendants,  who  are  hona  fide  purchasers  thereof, 
are  sought  to  be  charged  with  a  forfeiture  of  their  rights 
therein  in  favor  of  a  claimant  who  shows  no  ground  for  equi- 
table relief.  A  court  of  equity  should  not  lend  its  aid  in 
furtherance  of  such  a  claim.  The  defendants,  as  representa- 
tives of  the  mortgagor,  could  at  least  hold  the  title  against  all 
claimants,  except  the  state,  and  against  it,  until  the  escheat  is 
established  by  judicial  proceedings  (  WrigM  agt.  Saddler^  20 
N.  r.,  324). 

The  demurrer  should  be  sustained  —  first,  because  it  does 
not  affirmatively  appear  that  Kichard  Byrd  died  without  heirs 
having  legal  capacity  to  take ;  second,  that  as  against  these 
defendants,  the  plaintiff  has  not  acquired  a  legal  or  valid  title 
to  the  property. 

The  conclusion  dispenses  with  the  consideration  of  the 
other  points  raised  upon  the  argument. 

There  should  be  judgment  for  the  defendants  on  the 
demurrer  without  prejudice  to  the  plaintiff,  if  so  advised,  to 
make  special  application  for  an  amendment  of  her  complaint. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Combs  and  another  agt.  Combs. 

Co$t8 — upon  appeal  from  jusHct^u  judgment  to  gevieral  term  ofre  dueretfon-, 
ary  —  Bwik  eoets  cannot  be  taxed  unless  awarded — What  costs  apply  only 
to  courts  of  record—  Code  of  CitU  Procedure,  sections  8228,  8288,  8847. 

Where  the  costs  are  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  they  are  not  recoverable 
unless  specially  awarded,  and  when  none  are  awarded  the  party  must 
establish  that  he  is  entitled  to  them  as  of  right  on  the  affirmance,  or  he 
cannot  recover  them. 

Where  the  defendant  carried  an  appeal  from  the  Judgment  of  a  justice's 
court  to  the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court,  and  the  judgment  was 
there  affirmed,  the  entry  of  the  decision  being  simply  "judgment 
affirmed,"  without  any  direction  as  to  costs: 

HM,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled,  of  course,  to  costs  upon 
appeal,  and  that  the  costs  being  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  not 
having  been  awarded  to  the  plaintiff,  they  could  not  be  taxed. 

The  costs  awarded  by  section  8228  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  apply 
only  to  actions  in  certain  of  the  courts  of  record. 

Ab  section  8228  has  reference  to  actions  in  certain  courts  of  record  only, 
and  as  by  subdivision  2  of  section  8288,  in  every  other  case  upon  appeal 
from  a  final  judgment,  the  costs  are  in  the  discretion  of  that  court,  it 
follows  that  on  an  appeal  from  a  justice's  judgment  to  the  general  term 
of  the  supreme  court,  the  costs  are  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and 
cannot  be  taxed  unless  awarded  {See  Clark  agt.  CarroU,  61  Rovi,,  47). 

Monroe  Special  Term^  Marc\  1881. 

Motion  bj  defendant  to  strike  out  the  costs  of  appeal 
inserted  in  a  judgment  of  affirmance,  on  appeal  from  a  judg- 
ment of  a  justice's  court  to  the  general  term  of  the  supreme 
court    The  facts  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion.  < 

c/.  II.  Durirdng^  for  motion. 

«/.  B.  Bennetty  opposed. 

RxjMSEY,  J.  —  This  action  was  originally  brought  in  a  jus- 
tice's court,  and  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment. 
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On  appeal  to  the  coontj  court  the  judgment  was  modified 
to  some  extent,  and  as  modified  affirmed,  without  coBts  to 
either  party.  From  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  the 
defendant  appealed  to  the  general  term,  where  the  judgment 
was  affirmed,  the  entry  of  the  decision  being  simply  "  judg- 
ment affirmed,"  with  no  direction  as  to  costs  of  the  appeal. 
The  plaintiff  claiming  that  he  was  entitled  to  costs  as  of  right, 
taxed  the  costs  of  his  appeal  against  defendant's  objection, 
and  entered  a  judgment  of  affirmance,  and  for  $142.18  costs. 
The  defendant  now  moves  to  strike  these  costs  out  of  the 
judgment. 

It  is  conceded  that  where  the  costs  are  in  the  discretion  of 
the  court  they  are  not  recoTerable  unless  specially  awarded 
{C(ym,mu9ion€rB  of  Pilots  agt.  Spoffcrd^  3  -Stm,  62).  And, 
as  none  were  awarded,  the  plaintiff  must  establish  that  he  is 
entitled  to  them  as  of  right  on  the  affirmance,  or  he  cannot 
recover  them. 

The  question  is,  whether  in  an  appeal  of  this  kind  the  award 
of  costs  is  governed  by  subdivision  1  of  section  3238  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  or  by  subdivision  2  of  that  section. 
A  short  examination  of  the  regulations  of  the  Code  regarding 
costs  will  enable  us  to  decide  this  question. 

The  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  contains  provisions  by  which 
the  right  to  costs,  and  the  amount  of  costs  in  all  actions  and 
in  every  court  are  regulated  as  to  each  class  of  courts.  The 
mles  for  costs  are  stated  in  the  chapter  which  prescribes  the 
practice  in  those  courts.  Thus  the  regulations  as  to  costs  in 
surrogates'  courts  are  found  in  section  2558,  et  seq.  /  and  the 
regulations  as  to  costs  of  justices  of  the  peace  are  at  title  9, 
chapter  19,  which  is  the  chapter  regulating  proceedings  in 
those  courts.  The  general  regulations  respecting  costs  are 
found  in  chapter  21  of  the  Code.  The  first  section  of  that 
chapter  {sec.  3228)  prescribes  the  class  of  actions  in  which 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  costs,  of  course.  It  is  apparent  that 
the  actions  there  mentioned  are  those  which  must  be  brought 
in  certain  of  the  courts  of  record,  and  of  which  justices  of 
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the  peace  have  no  jnrifidiction,  for  the  coete  in  such  actions 
are  prescribed  in  title  9,  chapter  19. 

By  reference  to  section  3347,  sabdivision  13,  we  find  that 
this  section  3228  applies  only  to  an  action  in  the  supreme 
court,  the  superior  city  courts,  &c.,  and  in  constming  section 
8228  it  should  be  read  as  though  subdivision  13  of  section 
3347  was  incorporated  with  it  thus :  '^  The  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  costs,  of  course,  upon  the  rendering  of  a  final  judgment  in 
his  favor  in  either  of  the  following  actions,  triable  in  ths 
mpreme  oaurty  dkc.^^  Thus  constructed  the  rules  of  the  Code 
are  complete  and  uniform,  and  apply  to  all  courts  and  all 
actions  in  courts  of  original  jurisdiction,  and  not  on  appeal. 

Section  2558  and  those  following  prescribe  the  rules  for 
surrogates'  courts.  Title  9,  chapter  19,  lays  down  the  rales 
applicable  to  justices'  courts,  and  chapter  21,  sections  3228  to 
8236,  control  the  award  of  costs  in  actions  which  may  be 
tried  in  the  supreme  court. 

But  none  of  these  sections  control  iihe  award  of  costs  in 
appeals  in  the  supreme  court  (3237).  As  to  those,  section  3238 
alone  controls.  Turning  to  that  section,  wo  see  that  it  pre- 
scribes, in  subdivision  1,  the  only  cases  in  which  costs  on 
appeal  are  a  matter  of  right,  and  those  cases  are  simply  in  the 
actions  specified  in  section  3228. 

We  have  seen  that  that  section  refers  to  cases  which  are 
tried  in  courts  of  record  (not  including  surrogates'  courts), 
and  to  no  others.  In  every  other  action  costs  are  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court  This  action  is  dearly,  to  my  mind,  not 
one  of  those  specified  in  section  3228,  and  the  costs  not  hav- 
ing been  awarded  to  respondent,  she  cfuinot  be  taxed.  It 
follows  that  the  costs  of  the  appeal  were  not  properly  inserted 
in  the  judgment. 

But  it  appears  from  the  papers,  that  a  portion  of  this  judg- 
ment consists  of  eighteen  dollars  and  twenty-five  cents, 
awarded  to  plaintiff  by  the  general  term  on  a  former  appeal, 
land  it.  seems  to  be  conceded  that  those  costs  have  not  been 
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paid.     The  plaintiff  had  the  right  to  tax  those  costs  in  the 
final  judgment  (Code  of  (Xvil  Prooedwre,  sec.  779). 

The  judgment  should  be  corrected  by  striking  out  the  sum 
of  $123.93  taxed  as  costs  of  ge&eral  term,  but  without  costs 
of  motion. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


Anderson  Dunn,  respondent,  agt.  Edwabd  D.  Jamka, 

appellant. 

Oantraet —  QuarUum  meruit — Eoidenee  —  MBm&randa—  when  admutSfle 
— £hUry  inbooks— Proof  of  facts  entered —  Trial —  Queitionsfor  a  Jury. 

On  a  trial  before  a  Jnry  the  question  as  to  the  admission  of  a  memoran- 
dum book,  like  anj  memomndum  resorted  to,  to.  aid  or  correct  the 
memory,  which,  without  it,  would  be  indefinite  and  uncertain,  is  not 
whether  it  was  admissible  as  the  case  stood  when  it  was  offered  and 
received,  but  it  may  be  received  with  reference  to  other  evidence  after- 
wards to  be  submitted. 

Where  the  plaintiff  swears  that  he  had  a  memorandum  book  kept  by  G.  ; 
that  he  was  unable  to  keep  it;  that  when  money  was  paid  him  he  took 
the  book  to  G.,  who  entered  It;  that  he  gave  the  items  of  money  paid 
him  to  G.  correctly;  and  the  latter  swears  that  he  made  the  entries  on 
the  book  correctly  as  the  sums  were  given  him : 

SiM,  that  this  was  a  verification  of  the  book  as  a  memorandum  in  aid  of 
the  memory,  rendering  it  definite  and  certain  as  to  the  money  paid. 

HM,  also,  that  this  evidence,  thus  made  certain  in  its  effect,  is  admissible. 

EM,  further,  that  where  it  was  proved  that  the  book  was  drawn  off  on  a 
paper  in  the  form  of  an  account,  and  what  the  book  contained  was  put 
upon  this  paper,  thus  making  a  sworn  transcript  of  the  book,  and  thai 
this  account  was  furnished  to  the  defendant,  and  after  he  had  examined 
it  he  said,  "  I  find  it  preUy  correct." 

JBdd,  that  this  evidence  rendered  the  book  competent  as  a  memorandum, 
for  the  defendant  had  in  substance  admitted  its  correctness  by  admit- 
ting the  correctness  of  a  verified  copy. 

Although  the  evidence  of  the  defendant  tended  to  a  contradiction  of  these 
admissions,  yet  in  this  view  the  entire  evidence,  including  the  book  as 
a  verified  memorandum,  was  proper  for  the  consideration  of  the  Jury. 

Where,  upon  the  dose  of  the  case,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  suggested  that 
the  accounts  of  the  plaintiff,  which  was  the  swom  copy  of  the  book 
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and  the  memorandum  used  by  the  defendant  while  testifying,  should 
be  dellTercd  to  the  jury;  and  the  judge  stated  that  if  neither  party 
objected  they  could  be  so  delivered,  and  no  objection  being  made,  the 
same  were  handed  to  the  jury: 
Msld,  that  this  was  in  effect  a  consent  that  the  account,  which  was  shown 
to  have  been  taken  correctly  from  the  book,  might  go  before  the  Jury 
on  the  occasion  of  their  deliberations,  and  took  away  all  just  ground 
for  the  objections  that  the  book  was  improperly  admitted,  if  any  such 
ground  before  existed. 

ITiird  Deparimentj  General  Term^  December^  1879. 

Before  Lbabkbd,  P.  e/i,  Bockbs  wnd  Boardmak,  JJ. 

BocKBB, «/.  — The  action  was  for  work,  labor  and  services, 
and  for  money  paid,  laid  out  and  expended. 

The  plaintiff  established  his  case  for  work  and  labor  by  his 
own  tidstimony,  and  that  given  by  other  witnesses  tending  in 
some  considerable  degree  in  his  corroboration.  His  evidence 
was  disputed  by  the  defendant  in  several  important  particu- 
lars ;  bnt  the  jnry  passed  on  these  questions  of  controverted 
facts,  and  found  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  It  most  then  *  be 
assumed,  giving  the  verdict  due  significance  and  force,  that 
the  plaintiff  labored  for  the  defendant  for  a  long  time,  and 
was  to  have  twenty-five  dollars  per  month  —  four  dollars  per 
month  for  board  and  one  dollar  per  week  for  washing. 
Under  this  arrangement  he  earned  a  large  amount,  far  exceed- 
ing the  sum  awarded  him  by  the  jury.  The  plaintiff  testified, 
as  did  also  the  defendant,  to  various  payments ;  and  as  the 
case  comes  before  us  on  the  verdict  of  the  jury  as  to  time  of 
service  and  arrangement  for  compensation,  the  principal 
question  on  this  appeal  is  in  regard  to  the  sums  or  amount 
paid.  Indeed,  this  is  here  the  principal,  if  not  the  only 
question,  even  if  it  be  conceded  that  the  jury  ignored  the 
alleged  agreement  for  compensation  testified  to  by  the  plain- 
tiff, and  based  their  verdict  on  a  quantfwm  mertdt. 

It  may  be  well  here  to  consider  and  dispose  of  another 
point  in  the  case  on  which  great  significance  is  placed  by  the 
defendant's  counsel.    The  defendant  held  and  put  in  evidence 
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a  certificate  of  settlement  or  receipt  given  him  by  the  plain- 
tiff at  or  near  the  time  of  the  termination  of  the  plaintiff's 
services.  This  receipt  stated  that  it  was  given  on  compromise 
of  mntnal  accounts  and  claims  between  the  parties,  and  on 
final  settlement  between  them,  and  fixed  the  balance  dae  the 
plaintiff  at  $500.  It  farther  acknowledged  the  payment  of 
$250  then,  leaving  a  balance  of  $250  to  be  paid  within  two 
months  thereafter.  The  integrity  of  this  paper  was  assailed. 
It  was  claimed  to  have  been  improperly  or  fraudulently 
obtained ;  that  the  plaintiff,  who  was  an  ignorant  and  illiterate 
man,  not  able  to  read  writing,  was  not  made  acquainted  with 
its  contents,  and  that  its  contents  were  misrepresented  to  him. 
The  jury  found  against  its  validity.  This  paper  was  open  to 
attack  for  fraud ;  or  as  a  receipt  simply,  was  subject  to  explana- 
tion,  in  view  of  the  peculiarity  of  the  paper  itself,  the  singu- 
larity of  its  contents,  considered  with  reference  to  the  matters 
unsettled  and  undisputed  between  the  parties,  the  position  of 
the  parties  —  one  an  educated  professional  man,  a  lawyer,  the 
other  an  uneducated,  ignorant,  common  laborer,  unable  to  read 
writing.  The  express  denial  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  paper  was 
truthfully  and  fully  read  to  him,  or  its  contents  fully  and 
truthfully  stated,  with  the  corroboration  to  a  great  extent 
given  by  another  witness,  made  the  validity  and  binding  force 
of  the  paper  a  proper  subject  for  consideration  and  determ- 
ination by  the  jary.  The  question  is  not  one  for  the  court 
on  the  evidence.  How  we  should  find  on  the  proof  is  imma- 
terial ;  it  is  su£3cient  for  the  respondent  on  this  appeal  that  a 
case  on  this  point  was  made  for  the  jury.  The  court  is  not  at 
liberty  under  the  facts  proved  to  gainsay  the  verdict.  The 
alleged  defense  then,  which  rested  on  the  integrity  of  the 
paper  alluded  to,  is  by  the  verdict  put  out  of  the  way ;  nor 
did  this  require  the  restoration  of  the  $250  paid  at  the  time 
the  paper  was  given.  If  the  paper  was  found  to  be  invalid 
and  void  the  case  was  left  as  if  it  had  never  existed,  and  the 
money  then  paid  would  be  applied  in  reduction  of  the  plain- 
tiff^s  claims. 
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The  important  queetion  on  this  appeal  arises  npon  the 
admission  of  the  plaintifiPs  memorandum  book  as  evidence 
before  the  jury.  The  question  is  not  whether  it  was  admis- 
9ible  as  the  case  stood  when  it  was  offered  and  received,  for  it 
may  and  probably  was  received  with  reference  to  other 
evidence  afterwards  to  be  submitted.  This  practice  in  the 
admission  of  evidence  is  often  adopted  on  the  trial.  Other 
and  farther  evidence  will  often  overcome  an  objection  well 
based  until  such  evidence  be  put  in.  So  the  question  is 
whether  the  book  was  admissible,  as  the  case  was  made  on  all 
the  evidence  submitted.  It  is  in  this  view  that  the  question 
is  presented  here  for  examination.  So,  too,  it  must  be  held 
in  mind  that  the  book  was  not  admitted  as  a  book  of  accounts, 
but  as  a  memorandum,  like  any  memorandum  resorted  to  to 
aid  or  correct  the  memory,  which  without  it  would  be  indefi- 
nite and  uncertain. 

There  are  two  ways  in  which  the  admission  of  the  book  as 
a  memorandum  may  be  justified.  It  is  proved  that  the  book 
was  drawn  off  on  a  paper  in  the  form  of  an  account ;  what 
the  book  contained  was  put  upon  this  paper.  Now  we  have 
a  sworn  transcript  of  the  book.  This  account,  as  it  was  called 
(this  transcript  being  a  copy  of  the  book),  was  furnished  to 
the  defendant,  and  after  he  had  examined  it  he,  as  the  witness 
stated,  said :  "  I  find  it  pretty  correct."  The  plaintiff  testified 
that  ^^  when  he  looked  over  my  account  he  said  it  was  all  right." 
This  was  the  transcript  from  the  book  made  by  Gorman, 
which  the  latter  swears  in  substance  was  so  correctly  made. 
The  plamtiff  says :  '^  I  took  a  bill  down  to  Mr.  James  of  the 
amount  that  was  then  due  me ;  that  was  the  hUl  made  hy  Mr. 
Oarman  from  the  iookJ^  Now,  this  evidence  rendered  the 
book  competent  as  a  memorandum,  for  the  defendant  had  in 
substance  admitted  its  correctness  by  admitting  the  correct- 
ness of  a  verified  copy.  True,  the  evidence  of  the  defend- 
ant tended  to  a  contradiction  of  these  admissions,  but  in  this 
view  the  entire  evidence,  including  the  book  as  a  verified 
memorandum,  was  proper  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury. 
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Then  the  admission  of  the  book  is  seen  to  have  been  proper 
as  a  memorandnm  yerified  by  the  defendant's  admission,  in 
case  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  bearing  on  the 
question  shall  be  deemed  credible.    That  was  for  the  jury. 

Again,  the  book  is  verified  as  a  memorandum  in  so  far  as 
entries  of  payments  were  made  on  it,  and  it  was  in  this  regard 
that  it  was  offered  and  received  independent  of  the  defendant's 
admission  of  the  correctness  of  the  sworn  transcript  from  it. 
The  plaintiff  swears  that  he  had  a  memorandnm  book  kept  by 
Mr.  Oorman ;  that  he  was  unable  to  keep  it ;  that  when  money 
was  paid  him  he  took  the  book  to  Gt>rman,  who  entered  it ; 
that  he  told  Gorman  the  amount  received  from  the  defendant. 
Gorman  swears  that  he  made  the  entries  correctly  as  he  was 
told.  He  says,  speaking  on  this  point,  "  I  did  just  as  he  told 
me  —  I  put  it  in  this  book."  This  evidence,  with  some  other 
proof  bearing  on  the  subject,  was  given  under  the  nding  of  the 
court,  that  the  plaintiff  might  prove  the  account  Gorman  kept, 
and  show  by  this  plaintiff,  that  he  gave  Gorman  a  true  state- 
ment of  what  he  had  received  and  that  Gorman  kept  the  account 
as  requested.  Now,  according  to  the  case  here  presented,  the 
plaintiff  swears,  in  substance  and  effect,  that  he  gave  the  items 
of  moneys  paid  him  to  Gorman  correctly;  and  the  latter 
swears  that  he  made  the  entries  on  the  book  correctly,  as  the 
sums  were  given  him.  This  was  a  verification  of  the  book 
a8  a  memorandum  in  aid  of  the  memory,  rendering  it  definite 
and  certain  as  to  the  money  paid.  This  evidence,  too,  thus 
made  certain  in  its  effect,  was  admissible  {Shiar  agt.  Van 
Dyke,  10  JJtm,  528 ;  Pugne  agt.  Hodge,  7  Him,  612).  In 
the  last  case  cited  the  plaintiff  testified  that  he  made  entries 
in  accordance  with  statements  made  to  him  by  another  wit- 
ness, and  the  latter  testified  that  such  statements  were  correct. 
The  evidence  thus  made  complete  was  held  to  be  competent. 
The  book,  then,  in  this  view,  became  competent  evidence  as 
a  memorandum.    Its  admission  was  not  error. 

And  again  it  appears  that  at  the  dose  of  the  case  the  plain- 
tiff's counsel  suggested  that  the  accounts  of  the  plaintiff  (this 
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was  the  sworn  copy  of  the  book),  and  the  memorandnm  used 
by  the  defendant  while  giving  his  testimony,  should  be 
delivered  to  the  jnry ;  and  the  judge  thereupon  stated  that  if 
neither  party  objected  the  accounts  could  be  so  delivered ; 
and  no  objection  being  made,  the  accounts  were  handed  to 
the  jury,  who  thereupon  took  them  and  retired  for  delibera- 
tion. Here  was  in  effect  a  consent  that  the  account,  which 
was  shown  to  have  been  taken  correctly  from  the  book,  might 
go  before  the  jury  on  the  occasion  of  their  deliberations. 
This  took  away  all  just  ground  for  the  objections  that  the 
book  was  improperly  admitted,  if  indeed  any  such  ground 
before  existed. 

A  motion  to  set  aside  the  verdict  of  {he  juiy  made  on  the 
minutes  of  the  court  was  made  and  denied ;  but  it  does  not 
appear  that  any  formal  order  was  entered,  and  there  is  no 
formal  appeal,  as  there  probably  would  not  be,  from  that 
ruling. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  must  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

BoABDMAN,  J.,  concurs. 

Note.  — This  judgment  was  affirmed  by  the  court  of  appeals  on  aboYO 
opinion,  June,  1881.    [Ed. 
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N.  T.  MAKINE  COUET. 

Jaoob  Hbss,  Towkbbnd  Cox  and  Thomas  S.  Bbennan,  commis- 
sioners of  public  charities  and  correction,  agt.  John  Appell. 

Thb    Same    agt.    Three    Hnin)BSD    and    Twenty    Otheb 

Defendants. 

Mtcue  law  —Boqymta  of  eomplanU  and  prooff  to  entitle  party  to  use  the 
nameeofeommimonenofpyJbUceha/rities  and  eorreetione  in  the  proeeeuHon 
tfactianejor  penaUiee  under  the  act  of  1857,  chapter  628,  eeetion  ^O-^WhcU 
it  reasonable  proof 

These  actions  were  commenced  by  one  R,  under  section  80  of  the  act  of 
1857  {chap.  628),  which,  in  sabetance,  provides  that  in  case  the  overseers 
of  the  poor  (in  this  county,  the  plaintiffs),  whose  duty  it  is  to  prosecute 
for  any  penalty  incurred  under  the  act  to  suppress  intemperance  and  to 
regulate  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors,  shall  neglect  to  prosecute  for 
the  period  of  ten  days  after  complaint  to  them  that  any  provision  of 
said  act  has  been  violated,  accompanied  with  reasonable  proof  of  the 
same,  that  then  any  other  person  may  prosecute  therefor  in  their 
names,  claiming  that  he  had  complied  with  the  statute  and  that  the 
commissioners  had  failed  to  perform  their  duty,  and  that  he  thereby 
acquired  the  right  to  use  their  names  as  plaintiffs.  The  commissioners 
base  their  omission  to  prosecute  upon  the  insufficiency  of  the  complaint 
and  the  proofs  which  accompanied  it.  From  these  proofs  it  appears 
that  the  complainant,  who  is  a  resident  of  Brooklyn,  annexed  to  and 
made  part  of  his  complaint  a  printed  copy  of  the  City  Record,  contain- 
ing the  names  of  all  the  licensed  liquor  dealers  of  New  York,  about 
9,000  in  number,  and  all  of  these  persons  were  charged  in  a  general 
way  with  every  conceivable  violation  of  the  excise  act  R,  the  chief 
witness,  reudes  in  Richmond  county,  and  two  other  persons  named  as 
witnesses  are  said  to  reside  in  the  city  of  New  York,  but  they  fail  to 
disclose  their  occupations,  places  of  business  or  residence. 

Seld,  that  the  relator,  R.,  has  not  brought  himself  within  the  statute,  that 
he  has  neither  served  the  complaint  nor  furnished  the  proof  required 
thereby,  and  that  he  had  no  authority  to  bring  any  action  in  the  names 
of  the  plaintiffs  founded  on  said  complaint  or  proofa 

The  complaint  filed  with  the  commissioners  is  not  only  unreasonable,  but 
impracticable,  and  does  not  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  statute. 

In  such  case  the  commissioners  have  the  right  to  move  to  discontinue  or 
dismiss  the  actions. 

Special  Term^  Jwaua/ry^  1882. 
Vol.  LXTI        40 
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Motion  by  the  plaintifb  to  dismiss  the  above  actions. 

William  II.  Boydy  corporation  attorney. 
John  R.  Fellows,  for  the  excise  board. 

William  B.  Mwidyj  for  the  relator  Killings. 

Mo  Adam,  J,  —  These  actions  were  commenced  by  one  "Wil 
liam  n.  Mandy,  as  the  attorney  of  one  E.  M.  Billings,  under 
section  30  of  the  act  of  1857  {chap.  628),  which  in  sub- 
stance provides  that  in  case  the  overseers  of  the  poor  (in  this 
county  the  plaintiffs),  whose  duty  it  is  to  prosecute  for  any 
penalty  incurred  under  the  act  to  suppress  intemperance  and 
to  regulate  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors,  shall  neglect  to 
prosecute  for  the  period  of  ten  days  after  complaint  to  them 
that  any  provision  of  said  act  has  been  violated,  accompanied 
with  reasonable  proof  of  the  same,  that  then  any  other  per- 
son may  prosecute  therefor  in  their  names. 

Mr.  Billings  claims  that  he  complied  with  this  provision  of 
the  statute,  and  that  the  commissioners,  on  the  other  hand, 
failed  to  perform  their  duty  in  the  premises,  and  that  he 
thereby  acquired  the  right  to  use  their  names  as  plaintiff  in 
any  action  he  might  elect  to  bring  against  any  of  the  persons 
complained  of.  The  commissioners,  by  this  motion,  deny 
that  they  failed  to  perfonn  their  official  duty,  or  that  Killings 
acquired  any  legal  right  to  use  their  names  in  the  prosecution 
of  said  actions,  and  they  therefore  ask  that  the  actions  be 
discontinued  or  dismissed.  That  they  have  the  right  to  make 
such  a  motion,  see  Thayer  agt.  Levris  (4  Den.^  270) ;  Board 
of  Com/m/rs.  agt.  Purdy  (36  Ba/rh.  266) ;  Town  of  Lyons  agt. 
Cole  (3  T  <6  C.y  432).  The  question  involved,  therefore, 
resolves  itself  into  the  inquiry  whether  the  commissioners 
received  the  complaint  and  proofs  contemplated  by  the  statute, 
and  thereafter  failed  to  prosecute  the  offenders  named  for  the 
penalties  imposed  thereby,  and  whether  by  such  neglect 
Billings  has  succeeded  to  the  right  of  performing  for  them 
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the  responsible  daties  which  he  claims  thej  neglected.  In 
dealing  wiih  this  question,  it  must  be  remembered  that  the 
commissioners  hold  a  high  and  responsible  office  that  requires 
discretion,  and  a  trust  which  must  be  exercised  intelligentlj 
for  the  public  good ;  that  when  thej  bring  snit,  or  in  the 
ezercis|3  of  their  best  judgment  decline  to  prosecute,  their 
decision  is  given  under  the  sanction  of  their  official  oath,  and 
is  presumptivelj  correct,  and  the  ofmsot  proving  the  contrary 
is  upon  him  who  asserts  it.  The  commissioners  base  their 
omission  to  prosecute  upon  the  insufficiency  of  the  complaint, 
and  the  proofs  which  accompanied  it  From  these  proofs  it 
appears  that  the  complainant,  who  is  a  resident  of  Brooklyn, 
annexed  to  and  made  part  of  his  complaint  a  printed  copy  of 
the  city  record,  containing  the  names  of  allthQ  licensed  liquor 
dealers  of  New  York,  about  9,000  in  number,  and  all  of  these 
penone  were  charged  in  a  genend  way  with  every  conceivable 
violation  of  the  excise  act.  Billings,  the  chief  witness,  resides 
in  Richmond  county,  and  two  other  persons  named  as  wit- 
nesses are  said  to  reside  in  the  city  of  New  York,  but  they 
fail  to  disclose  their  occupations,  places  of  business  or  resi- 
dence. The  sweeping  character  of  the  complaint,  aimed  as  it 
waB  against  all  the  licensed  liquor  dealers  of  the  city  of  New 
York  indiscriminately,  accompanied  only  by  vague  and  indefi- 
nite proofs  of  a  general  character,  made  by  non-residents  and 
unknown  persons,  was  insufficient  under  the  statute  to  compel 
the  commissioners  to  investigate  9,000  charges  against  9,000 
different  individuals,  doing  business  under  licenses  granted  by 
the  board  of  excise  in  conformity  with  the  laws  of  the  state, 
and  to  commence  separate  suits  on  each  charge  made,  ^o 
hold  that  such  a  drag  net,  filed  on  one  day,  supported  by 
proof  of  a  general  but  indefinite  character,  constituted  the 
complaint  and  proofs  which  the  statute  contemplated,  would 
be  to  decide  in  effect  that,  upon  receiving  from  any  source 
what  purports  to  be  a  complaint  with  proofs  annexed,  the  com- 
missioners within  ten  days  must,  whether  the  proofs  be  satis- 
factory or  not,  arbitrarily  and  without  exercising  their  own 
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good  judgment,  proeecate  every  person  the  self-appointed 
complainant  sees  fit  to  designate,  or  in  default  thereof,  dele- 
gate to  him  or  to  anyperson  who  appears  in  the  role  of  a  com- 
plainant, the  liberty  of  prosecating,  in  the  names  of  the  com- 
missioners, any  person  or  persons  such  complainant  may  from 
time  to  time  select  from  the  list  presented,  and  this  whether 
the  person  complaining  is  responsible  or  irresponsible,  a  resi- 
dent or  non-resident,  or  whether  the  complainant  is  actuated 
by  honest  impulses  or  mercenary  motives.  Such  a  decision 
would  not  only  be  unsound,  but  productive  of  mischievous 
results.  But  the  statute  permits  of  no  such  iniquitous  inter- 
pretation, for  it  in  terms  requires  ^^  reasonable  proof,"  and  by 
construction  exacts  a  ^^  reasonable  complaint "  as  well. 

The  complaint  filed  with  the  commissioners  is  not  only 
unreasonable,  but  impracticable,  and  does  not  satisfy  the 
requirements  of  the  statute,  for  it  not  only  requires  the  com- 
missioners to  pass  upon  900  cases  per  day,  but  to  bring  a  like 
number  of  suits  during  each  of  the  ten  days  allowed  by  the 
statute,  not  excluding  Sundays,  a  thing  not  only  impractica- 
ble, but  impossible. 

Considering  the  fact  that  each  suit  brought  would,  in  all 
probability,  involve  an  expenditure  of  $100,  this  in  the  9,000 
cases  would  aggregate  $90h,000.  The  incurring  of  such  a 
liability  upon  the  mere  complaint  or  suggestion  of  an  irre- 
sponsible non-resident  would  not  only  be  unjustifiable,  but 
censurable  in  the  extreme,  and  yet  if  the  construction  con- 
tended for  by  the  relator  is  to  prevail,  all  these  things  might 
happen ;  and  still  he  claims  that,  because  the  commissioners 
failed  to  prosecute  within  the  ten  days  fixed  by  the  statute, 
that  all  the  prosecuting  powers  of  the  commissioners  passed 
to  him,  to  the  extent  even  of  using  their  names  in  prosecu- 
tions against  all  or  any  of  the  9,000  persons  such  complainant 
might  see  fit  to  select,  with  the  power  of  discontinuing  any  of 
said  actions  when  his  ends  or  purposes  were  satisfied. 

The  supreme  court  in  13  Abbott's  Practice  {p,  489)  aptly 
said :  "  Under  this  statute  the  legislature  have  required  the 
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party  who  turns  informer  and  claims  to  make  use  of  the 
names  of  the  commissioners  of  excise  as  plaintiffs,  to  produce 
reasonable  proof  that  the  accused  party  has  been  guilty." 
This  the  complainant  has,  in  my  judgment,  failed  to  do,  the 
complaint  being  so  general  and  the  proofs  so  indefinite  that 
no  one  person  named  could  be  singled  out  and  convicted  upon 
the  same.  To  hold  that  Killings,  under  such  circumstances, 
succeeded  to  all  the  prosecuting  powers  and  discretion  of 
swoni  public  oflScials  in  respect  to  said  9,000  cases  would  be 
absurd. 

The  duties  of  the  office  held  by  the  plaintiffs  cannot  be  so 
easily  transferred  to  or  acquired  by  a  stranger.  The  com- 
plainant has  not  shown  enough  to  allow  him  to  supersede  the 
officials,  who  are  by  statute  especially  charged  with  the  execu- 
tion of  the  excise  law.  Under  the  circumstances,  I  hold  that 
the  relator  Billings  has  not  brought  himself  within  the  statute ; 
that  he  has  neither  served  the  complaint  nor  furnished  the 
proofs  required  thereby ;  that  he  had  no  authority  to  bring 
any  action  in  the  names  of  the  plaintifiiB  founded  on  said  com- 
plaint or  proofs ;  that  the  complaints  herein  must  be  dismissed 
with  costs  recoverable  by  the  defendants  from  E.  M.  Killings, 
the  person  on  whose  relation  said  actions  were  instituted,  and 
that  the  plaintiffs  be  permitted  to  enter  upon  this  decision 
similar  orders  in  all  other  actions  pending  in  this  court  and 
founded  on  the  same  complaint  and  proofs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

WiLLiAH  H.  Onderdonk,  as  sole  sarviving  executor  of  the 
last  will,  &c.,  of  Eliza  Moit,  deceased,  and  also  of  the  last 
will,  &c.,  of  Maria  M.  Hobbt,  deceased,  a^  Warrsn 

AOKERKAN. 

Wm —  Qmstruetum  of — Awthority  ofexecwtor  under  the  wiU  to  eeU  and  conr 

vey  real  estate — BpedJU  performance. 

The  plaintiif ,  as  yendor,  sues  for  the  specific  perfonnance  of  a  contract 
by  defendant  for  the  purchase  of  real  estate  sold  by  plaintiff,  as  executor 
of  the  two  estates  of  Eliza  and  Maria,  daughters  of  Henry  Mott  By 
Henry  Mott's  will,  his  estate,  real  and  personal,  was  vested  in  trustees. 
In  distinct  clauses,  he  directed  them  to  "  stand  seized  and  possessed  of 
one- third  part  thereof,"  upon  trust  for  the  use  of  each  of  three  daughters, 
**  during  her  natural  life,"  and  if  she  "  shall  be  single  and  unmanried 
at  her  death,"  then  "upon  such  trust,  and  for  such  purposes  as  she 
shall  or  may  appoint  by  her  last  will."  The  daughters  died  without 
issue,  and  each  were  single  at  her  death.  Maria,  the  last  sunriyor,  was 
a  widow,  and  neither  of  the  others  had  ever  married.  Eliza  and  Maria 
each  left  a  will  giving  a  power  of  sale  to  her  executors. 

Eetd^  that  plaintiff,  as  surviving  executor  of  Eliza  and  Maria,  respect- 
ively, had  authority  to  sell  this  real  estate,  and  by  his  deed  as  executor 
to  convey  a  good  title  to  the  purchaser. 

Special  Terrn^  November^  1881. 
James  EmoU^  for  plaintiff. 

Ibo/ic  Z,  Miller  and  J.  Hervy  Ackerman^  for  defendant. 

Lawrsnob,  J.  —  The  objections  to  the  title  to  the  property 
involved  in  this  action,  so  far  as  they  relate  to  or  arise  nnder 
the  will  of  Henry  Mott,  cannot,  in  my  opinion,  be  sustained. 

The  power  given  to  each  of  the  daoghters  of  Henry  Mott 
by  his  will  was  not  a  power  to  create  another  trust,  but  a 
power  to  dispose  absolutely  of  the  fee  of  the  third  part,  to 
the  interest  and  income  of  which  each  daughter  was  entitled 
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during  her  lifetime,  under  the  trusts  created  by  his  will,  and 
neither  of  the  daughters  having  had  issue,  each  of  them 
could,  under  the  terms  of  Henry  Mott's  will,  transfer  to  her 
appointee  or  appointees  a  good  and  absolute  title  to  the  one- 
third  part  of  her  father's  estate  in  which  she  was  interested. 
Nor  can  it  be  fairly  contended  that  the  will  of  Esther  W. 
Mott  waa  not  an  execution  of  the  power  of  disposition  vested 
in  her  by  the  terms  of  the  will  of  Henry  Mott. 

The  Revised  Statutes  provide  that  "  lands  embraced  in  a 
power  to  devise  shall  pass  by  a  will  purporting  to  convey  all 
the  real  property  of  the  testator,  unless  the  intent,  that  the  will 
shall  not  operate  as  an  execution  of  the  power,  ^all  appear, 
expressly  or  by  necessary  implication  "  (2  JR.  S.  [Qth  ed.']^  1118, 
sec.  126.) 

By  reference  to  the  will  of  Esther  W.  Mott,  it  will  be  seen 
that  the  intention  of  the  testatrix  was  to  dispose,  after  paying 
all  her  just  debts,  &c.,  ^'  of  all  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder 
of  my  (her)  estate,  ba(!h  real  and  personal,  of  every  nature 
whatsoever  and  wheresoever." 

It  would  not  be  possible  to  employ  language  more  broad 
and  comprehensive,  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  inten- 
tion to  dispose  of  every  right,  title  and  interest  in  real  and 
personal  estate  of  which  the  testator  might  be  possessed,  or 
with  which  she  might  be  vested  at  the  time  of  her  decease. 

On  the  face  of  the  will  I  think  it  quite  apparent  that  it 
was  intended  as  an  execution  of  the  power  vested  in  Esther 
W.  Mott  under  her  father's  will ;  and  even  under  the  law 
which  prevailed  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  Eeviaed  Statutes, 
the  will  would,  I  think,  have  been  a  valid  execution  of  the 
power  {See  White^  agt.  Hicks,  33  N.  Z.,  383 ;  Bolton  agt. 
De  PeysteTy  25  Barb.,  664).  There  does  not  seem  to  be  any 
force  in  the  objection  that  there  was  an  illegal  suspension  bf 
the  power  of  alienation  under  the  will  of  Henry  Mott  or 
under  the  wilk  of  either  of  his  three  daughters.  By  the  will 
of  Henry,  the  power  of  alienation  was  restricted  only  during 
the  life  of  each  of  his  daughters  as  to  the  one-third  part  of 


820        NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Onderdonk  agt.  Ackerman. 

his  estate  in  respect  to  which  such  daughter  had  the  power  of 
appointment. 

Under  the  will  of  Esther,  her  sisters  took  an  estate  which 
they  could  absolutely  dispose  of  (2  Sev.  Stat.  [6th  ed.\  1103, 
sec.  35;  2  Reo.  Stat.  {6th  ed.],  1104,  sec.  44).  And  I  find 
nothing  in  the  wills  of  Eliza  Mott  and  Maria  M.  Hobby  which 
suspends  the  power  of  alienation  for  more  than  two  lives  in 
being  at  the  time  the  wills  took  effect.  1  agree  with  the 
learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  position  taken  by  him 
in  his  brief,  that  after  the  death  of  Eliza  Mott  there  were 
always  persons  in  being  by  whom  a  perfect  title  to  her  share 
could  have  been  conveyed. 

Maria  M.  Hobby  and  the  executors,  by  uniting  with  Under- 
bill, or  his  heirs  or  representatives,  could  have  conveyed  a  title 
to  which  no  valid  objection  could  have  been  taken.  The 
objection,  then,  that  there  is  an  illegal  suspension  of  the 
power  oi  alienation  under  any  of  these  wills  is  untenable.  It 
is  claimed,  however,  that  as  the  power  of  sale  contained  in 
the  will  of  Eliza  Mott  was  not  exercised  within  three  years 
from  the  proof  of  the  will,  it  is  gone  by  lapse  of  time,  and 
that  the  surviving  executor  has  therefore  no  authority  to  sell. 
An  examination  of  the  will  of  Eliza  Mott  shows  conclusively, 
to  my  mind,  that  a  sale  of  her  real  estate  was  necessary  to 
accomplish  the  purpose  which  she  had  in  view.  I  understand 
it  to  be  conceded  that  her  personal  estate  was  entirely  inade- 
quate for  the  payment  of  the  bequests  contained  in  her  will, 
and  the  devise  to  Underbill  was  expressly  made  subject  to 
the  payment  of  such  bequests.  It  appears  quite  obvious,  then, 
that  there  was  an  equitable  conversion  of  her  real  estate  into 
personal  estate  at  the  time  her  will  became  effectual  {Sorton 
agt.  McCoy,  47  If.  F.,  21 ;  Bogert  agt.  EerteU,  4  BiU,  492). 

During  the  lifetime  of  Mrs.  Maria  Hobby,  the  power  vested 
in  the  executors  to  sell  was  dependent  on  her  consent.  As 
that  power  was  not  executed  during  Mrs.  Hobby's  lifetime,  I 
think  the  presumption  must  be  that  she  declined  to  give  such 
consent.    Should  the  power  of  sale  fail  because  she  withheld 
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or  omitted  to  give  such  consent,  and  it  therefore  became 
impossible  for  the  executors  to  execute  the  power  within  three 
years  from  the  proof  of  Eliza's  will  ?    I  think  not. 

This  will  is  to  be  construed  as  a  whole,  and  all  the  parts  are 
to  be  made  to  harmonize,  if  possible.  By  putting  it  in  the 
power  of  her  sister  Maria  to  delay  the  execution  of  the  power 
beyond  three  years  from  the  proof  of  her  will,  it  is  not  rea- 
sonable to  suppose  that  Eliza  intended  to  defeat  the  whole 
scope  and  frame-work  of  her  will.  Such  a  construction  of 
the  will  would  be,  in  my  opinion,  opposed  to  familiar  princi- 
ples {Taggart  agt.  Murray^  53  N,  Y.^  233,  and  cases  cited; 
Vernon  agt.  Vernon^  53  If.  y.,  351 ;  Van  Vechten  agt. 
KeatoTy  63  If.  Z.,  52;  Kvnni^  agt.  Rogers^  42  N.  F.,  531 ; 
WUd  agt.  Bergm^  16  Hun,  127). 

With  respect  to  the  objection  that  the  heirs  of  Henry  Mott 
and  the  heirs  of  IJnderhill  should  have  been  made  parties  to 
this  action,  I  deem  it  sufficient  to  say  that  it  does  not  appear, 
from  the  view  which  I  have  taken  of  the  case,  that  the  heirs 
of  Henry  Mott  have  any  interest  in  the  controversy.  And  in 
relation  to  the  heirs  of  Underhill,  it  was  shown  that  they  had 
executed  releases,  which  were  proven  upon  the  trial  and  ten- 
dered to  the  defendant.  Even  then,  if  this  objection  ever  had 
any  force,  it  is  removed  by  the  execution  of  the  releases,  and 
the  rule  is  well  settled  that  if,  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  the 
vendor  can  make  a  good  title,  he  is  entitled  to  a  decree  of 
specific  performance  {Jenkins  agt.  Fahey,  73  N.  F.,  355 ; 
Pierce  agt.  NicholSy  1  Paige,  244;  Brown  agt.  Haff,  6 
Paige,  235).  But  I  do  not  think  that  the  heirs  of  Underhill 
were  necessary  parties  to  this  action. 

If  I  am  correct  in  the  views  above  expressed  there  was  an 
equitable  conversion  of  Eliza's  estate,  and  the  devise  to  Under- 
hill was  made  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  legacies  men- 
tioned in  her  will.  His  interest  in  her  estate  was  in  the  pro- 
ceeds arising  from  its  sale  after  the  payment  of  the  legacies, 
and  that  is  the  interest  which  has  devolved  upon  his  represen- 
tatives. The  purchaser  from  the  executor  assuming  the  power 
Vol.  LXn        41 
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of  Bale  to  exist  is  not  bound  to  see  that  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
are  distributed  to  the  parties  entitled  to  them.  It  can,  therefore, 
be  of  no  consequence  to  the  defendant  in  this  action  whether 
the  representatives  of  IJnderhiU  are  before  the  court  or  not. 

The  devise  to  TJnderhill  by  the  will  of  Maria  M.  Hobby 
lapsed  by  his  death  before  her,  and  as  I  read  the  codicil  the 
bequest  to  him  was  revoked. 

The  observations  which  have  been  made  in  respect  to  the 
general  features  of  the  will  of  Eliza  Mott  are  equally  applica- 
ble to  the  will  of  her  sister  Maria^  but  as  the  power  of  sale 
was  executed  within  three  years  from  the  proof  of  Maria's 
¥rill,  and  no  question  is  raised  in  respect  thereto,  it  is  unneces- 
sary to  comment  further  upon  the  latter's  will. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  case  of  Jordan  agt.  PaiUon  (77  N. 
Y,^  518)  which  conflicts  with  the  position  asserted  by  the 
plaintiff  in  this  case.  It  is  conceded  that  a  purchaser  has  a 
right  to  require  a  good  title,  and  that  he  will  not  be  com- 
pelled to  complete  his  purchase  and  accept  a  deed  which 
leaves  him  to  the  uncertainty  of  a  doubtful  title,  or  to  the 
hazard  of  a  contest  with  other  parties  which  will  seriously 
affect  the  value  of  the  property.  I  also  agree  with  the  plain- 
tiflPs  counsel  that  that  case  does  not  apply,  for  the  reason  that 
the  objections  here  are  all  matters  of  law,  and  from  my  investi- 
gation of  the  case,  I  have  come  to  the  detennination  that  the 
title  is  not  bad,  but  good,  as  matter  of  law.  If  the  objections 
urged  are  not  good  in  law  they  are  not  objections  affecting 
the  validity  of  the  title  in  any  legal  sense,  and  they  afford  no 
excuse  to  the  purchaser  for  refusing  to  complete  his  contract. 
The  case  of  McCahiU  agt.  HwmHUm  (20  Rvok^  388)  is  inap- 
plicable for  the  same  reasons. 

Finally,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  sale  by  the  plaintiff, 
under  the  wills  of  Eliza  Mott  and  Maria  M.  Hobby,  was  a 
lawful  execution  of  the  power  vested  in  him,  and  that  he  is 
entitled  to  a  decree  requiring  a  specific  performance  of  his 
contract  by  the  defendant.  The  findings  may  be  settled  on 
three  days'  notice. 
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John  Goff  and  others  agt.  Mioha.el  Nolan,  individnallj, 
and  as  major  of  the  city  of  Albany.         \ 

Municipal  eorp&raium  —  agreement  by — Theifr  potoer  a$  to  widening  puNic 
itreete —  Court  no  power  to  renew  diecreUon  cf  common  council —  common 
coundTs  $ole  right  to  decide  qtieeOone  of  parliamentary  law  —  what  intereet 
qf  member  not  tuJ/Ment  to  make  hie  vote  wid. 

Ko  Talid  agreement  can  be  made  by  the  official  repreflentatiye  of  a  mnni- 
cipal  corporation  which  will,  on  a  measure  of  public  policy,  biud  their 
guccessors. 

A  common  council  has  the  sole  right  to  decide  all  questions  of  parlia- 
mentary law. 

A  motion  for  a  reconsideration  of  a  vote  upon  the  passage  of  a  resolution, 
after  a  declaration  by  the  presiding  officer  that  it  was  lost,  does  not 
invalidate  the  vote  taken  upon  it  If  the  resolution  has  been  lost  it  is 
competent  for  the  body  to  introduce  it  anew  and  pass  it,  and  the  mode, 
therefore,  of  changing  their  first  action  is  entirely  within  their  control 

The  supreme  court  has  no  power  to  review  the  discretion  of  a  common 
council  as  to  the  necessity  of  widening  a  street,  and  taking  the  property 
of  an  individual  for  that  purpose. 

That  a  certain  alderman  would  be  benefited,  together  with  the  general 
public,  by  the  widening  of  a  certain  street,  does  not  make  his  vote  as  to 
such  widening  void.  ' 

Ulster  Special  Temiy  Av^gibst^  1881. 

Motion  by  plaintiffs  for  an  injunction  to  prevent  the 
widening  of  Bleecker  street  in  the  city  of  Albany. 

WilUa^n  H.  Kmg^  for  plaintiff. 

Albert  Hes^^erg^  for  defendant. 

Westbbook,  J, — Without  any  elaboration  the  concluslonfl 
reached  will  be  stated. 

Fir^.  As  to  the  alleged  agreement  with  the  eorporation 
of  the  city  of  Albany  that  the  property  to  be  taken  should 
remain  a  park,  it  is  answered : 

Ist.  That  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  such  agreement 
made  with  the  corporation  as  such. 


i24  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

€k>ff  agt.  Nolan. 

2d.  No  valid  agreement  can  be  made  by  the  official  repre- 
aentative  of  a  municipal  corporation  which  will,  on  a  meaBore 
of  public  policy,  bind  their  succesnors  {Dillon  on  Municipal 
Corpor<Uions  \M  ed,\  sees.  445,  455,  457 ;  People  agt.  The 
Long  Islamd  Railroad  Compamf  amd  ana.,,  60  How.^  395, 
408,  409,  412,  413 ;  Newton  amd  ore.  agt.  Commiseionere  of 
Mahoning,  10  Otto,  548). 

/Second.  As  to  the  objection  made  to  Alderman*  Murphy's 
moving  for  a  reconsideration  of  the  vote  upon  the  passage  of 
the  resolution  to  widen  the  street,  after,  aB  the  plaintifEs 
allege,  the  same  had  been  declared  lost,  it  is  clear : 

Ist^  That  such  motion  was  made  prior  to  the  declaration  of 
the  result  of  the  vote. 

2d.  If  made  after  a  declaration  by  the  presiding  officer 
that  it  was  lost,  it  would  not  have  invalidated  the  vote  taken 
upon  it.  The  question  raised  is  one  of  parliamentary  law, 
which  the  common  council  had  the  sole  right  to  decide.  If 
the  resolution  had  been  lost,  it  was  competent  for  tl.at  body 
to  introduce  it  anew,  and  pass  it,  and  the  mode,  therefore,  of 
'  changing  the  first  action  was  entirely  within  their  control 
{People  agt.  Common  Council  of  Rochester,  5  Lane,,  11 ; 
Comm^onweaUh  agt.  Lancaster,  5  Watts,  152). 

Third.  This  court  has  no  power  to  review  the  discretion 
of  the  common  council  as  to  the  necessity  of  widening  the 
street  and  taking  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs  for  that  pur- 
pose {People  agt.  Smith,  21  N.  Y.,  595;  Brooklyn  Park 
Commissioners  agt.  Armstrong,  45  N.  Y.,  234 ;  In  Matter 
of  Fowler,  53  N.  Y.,  60 ;  Matter  of  Deansville  Cemetery 
Association,  66  iT.  Y.,  596). 

Fourth.  Alderman  Carey  was  not  interested  so  as  to  make 
iiis  vote  void. 

None  of  his  property  was  taken.  That  which  is  proposed 
to  be  taken  is  between  his  lot  and  Bleecker  street,  and  the 
effect  of  the  widening  will  be  simply  to  give  him  a  frontage 
on  said  Bleecker  street,  and  whether  that  will  be  a  benefit  to 
him  or  not  is,  at  least,  under  the  proof  submitted,  doubtful. 
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The  question  was  simply  a  legislative  one,  whether  the  pub- 
lic interests  required  the  widening  of  the  street.  The  passage 
of-  the  resvlation  would  not  enable  Carey  to  sell  any  property 
of  his  to  the  city,  and  with  the  compensation  to  the  owners  of 
the  property  taken,  and  its  mode  of  payment,  he  has  nothing 
to  do. 

If  the  widening  of  Bleecker  street  be  really  a  public 
improvement,  then  every  alderman  voting  for  it  was  more  or 
less  benefited,  and  if  the  argument  urged  against  the  vote  of 
Carey  is  sound,  it  can  be  made  against  every  one  cast.  No 
adjudged  case,  which  I  have  been  able  to  find,  sustains  the 
objection,  and  if  the  principle  upon  which  it  rests  be  correct, 
it  would  be  difficult  to  say  how  mtich  of  federal  and  state 
legislation,  as  well  as  that  of  villages  and  cities,  would  be  nulli- 
fied {Steckert  agt.  The  City  of  East  Sagmaw,  22  Mich.,  104). 

Fifth.  The  proof  submitted  by  the  defendants  is  ample 
to  show  that  Alderman  McCormick  was  present,  and  that  the 
resolution  was  adopted  by  a  legal  vote. 

Sixth.  The  motion  for  the  injunction  must  be  denied, 
with  costs. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

The  Mutual  Lifb  Insurance  Company  agt.  Eleanob  J. 

Tebby  and  Abraham  S.  Jackson. 

Inmrar^ce  (lAfe)-- FoUey  for  use  of  ioffe  wni-amgnabU-' PoUcy  changed 
to  paid^p  policy  does  not  change  its  cKaracter —  Trantfer  though  made  in 
another  etate  not  taUd  here. 

A  Ufe  policy  which,  as  originally  issued,  was  declared  to  be  for  the  use 
of  the  wife  of  the  insured,  is  not  changed  in  its  character  by  being 
afterward  changed  to  a  "  paid-up "  policy ;  and  being  non-assignable 
under  the  laws  of  the  state  during  the  life  of  the  insured,  any  transfer 
of  the  widow's  interest  in  it,  though  made  in  another  state,  could  not 
be  deemed  valid  here. 

Special  Ternhj  Jamuary,  1882. 
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LabkemobE|  J,  —  The  policy  as  originally  issaed  was 
declared  to  be  for  the  sole  nse  of  Eleanor  J«  Terry,  in  c<m- 
f  ormity  with  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided.  In 
case  of  her  death  daring  the  life  of  the  insured,  the  amount 
of  the  insurance  was  made  payable  to  her  children,  or  to  their 
guardian  if  under  age.  The  indorsement  upon  it  by  which 
it  became  a  ^^  paid-up  "  policy  did  not  change  its  character  or 
effect.  It  still  remained  what  the  law  has  declared  it  to  be  — 
a  contract  made  with  an  eye  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
April  1,  1840  (LomB  of  1840,  chap.  80),  and  the  acts  amenda- 
tory thereof,  which  were  intended  to  provide  for  a  state  of 
widowhood  and  orphanage.  By  the  law  of  this  state,  such  a 
policy  is  non-assignable  during  the  life  of  the  insured  {JEadie 
agt.  Slimony  26  JST.  Y.j  9 ;  Barry  agt.  Eguitdble  Life  Ins. 
Co.^  59  iT.  F.,  587 ;  WiUon  agt.  Lawrmcey  18  Hun,  238 ;  76 
iT.  Y.y  585 ;  Brvmrnier  agt.  Cohn,  Ct.  ofApp.,  October,  1881 ; 
reported  amie,  171.) 

As  was  said  by  chief  justice  Folgeb  (59  N.  T.,  587),  "  the 
contract  was  naade  here,  is  payable  here,  and  this  action  is 
here."  At  the  time  of  the  alleged  assignment  of  the  policy 
by  Mrs.  Terry,  it  had  not  become  realized  personal  property 
and  was  therefore  unassignable.  Such  being  the  fact,  any 
transfer  of  her  interest  in  it,  though  made  in  another  state, 
could  not  be  deemed  valid  here  (see  authorities  above  cited). 

Judgment  must  be  rendered  in  favor  of  Mrs.  Terry ;  but 
in  view  of  all  the  facts  of  the  case  the  defendant  Jackson 
should  not  be  mulcted  in  costs.  He  appears  to  have  acted 
xmder  the  belief  that  he  had  a  rightful  claim  to  the  property 
in  dispute,  and  ought  to  reimburse  himself  for  actual  advances 
upon  its  credit.  It  is  not  denied  that  advances  were  made  to 
her  by  him,  and  as  Mrs.  Terry  will  now  receive  the  insurance 
moneys  as  realized  assets,  and  has  made  no  offer  of  repayment 
of  the  sums  borrowed,  it  is  not  just  that  Jackson  should 
suffer  further  loss  on  her  account. 
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SUPREME  COUET. 
Henby  Ebibman  agt.  James  W.  Pidcxx)k. 

Semowil  qf  cause —  Ord&r  may  he  made  wUhout  noUee,  amd  at  a  specialierm 
other  than  in  the  county  where  the  venue  is  laid — Band — Special  Bail — 
After  order  is  entered,  state  court  no  poteer  to  proceed —  Code  of  CfioU  Pro- 
cedure, section  769.  \ 

• 

Where  in  an  action  triable  in  Erie  county,  an  order  for  its  removal  into 
the  circuit  of  the  United  States,  under  the  law  of  congress  of  1875,  waff 
made  on  November  11,  1880,  in  the  county  of  New  York,  without 
notice,  and  two  days  later  an  order  was  granted  in  Erie  county,  refer- 
ring the  action  and  appointing  a  receiver: 

Edd,  that  under  the  construction  which  has  been  given  to  this  act  of 
congress,  the  application  for  the  order  of  removal  was  regular,  even 
though  no  notice  of  it  was  given  to  the  attorneys  of  the  plaintiff. 

As  it  was  regularly  made  without  a  service  of  notice,  the  order  could  be 
properly  made,  as  it  was,  by  a  special  term  other  tnan  in  the  county 
where  the  *^p.nue  was  laid. 

It  is  only  when  special  bail  is  originally  requisite  in  the  action  that  the  bond 
executed  is  required  to  include  a  condition  for  the  entering  of  such  bail. 

After  the  order  had  been  entered  in  Erie  county  and  served,  the  court 
had  no  authority  to  proceed  further  in  the  action. 

The  order  afterwards  made  for  a  reference  and  receiver  was  entirMy 
unauthorized,  and  though  void,  a  motion  to  vacate  it  was  proper. 

JEriey  Special  Tenhy  Novembery  1881. 

MonoN  made  by  defendant  to  vacate  an  order  referring  the 
ifisnes  in  this  action  to  a  referee,  and  appointing  a  receiver. 

A.  O.  Bioey  for  plaintiff. 

Oeo.  F.  MartenSy  for  defendant. 

Dantels,  J,  —  Before  the  order  was  made,  which  it  is  nour 
insisted  in  support  of  the  motion  should  be  vacated,  an  order 
was  made  in  form  removing  this  cause  into  the  circuit  court 
of  the  United  States.  That  order  was  served  upon  the  attor- 
neys for  the  plaintiff  on  the  11th  day  of  November,  1880, 
while  the  order  referring  the  action  and  appointing   the 
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receiver  was  not  made  antil  the  thirteenth  day  of  the  same 
month.  This  order  for  the  removal  of  the  action  was  made 
under  chapter  137  of  the  laws  of  congress,  enacted  in  1875 
{Supplement  to  United  States  StatuteSy  174,  eece,  2,  3).  The 
county  designated  in  the  complaint  for  the  trial  of  the  action 
was  the  county  of  Erie,  while  the  order  for  its  removal  to  the 
circuit  court  was  made  in  the  county  of  New  York.  For 
that  reason  it  was  considered  to  be  unauthorized  and  ineffect- 
ual for  the  removal  of  the  action.  But  as  the  law  stood  at 
the  time  when  the  application  was  made,  it  was  only  such 
motions  as  were  to  be  upon  notice  that  were  required  to  be 
made  within  the  judicial  district  in  which  the  action  is  triable, 
or  in  a  county  adjoining  that  in  which  it  is  triable  {Code 
Cwil  Procedwrey  sec.  769). 

Where  notice  is  not  required  to  be  given,  there  the  applica- 
tion is  not  within  the  terms  of  the  restraint  created  by  this 
section,  aild  it  may  be  made  elsewhere,  for  the  special  term, 
when  not  restrained  by  statutory  provisions,  may  hear  and 
dispose  of  applications  for  orders  in  the  course  of  legal  pro- 
ceedings, wherever  it  may  at  the  time  be  held.  The  jurisdic- 
tion in  such  a  case  is  necessarily*  of  a  general  character,  and 
not  restricted  to  the  district  in  which  the  court  may  be  held. 
This  follows  from  the  nature  of  the  court  itself,  which  is 
authorized  to  exercise  the  authority  of  the  supreme  court  of 
the  state ;  and  this  conclusion  has,  to  a  certain  extent,  been 
sanctioned  by  the  cases  of  Rice  agt.  Ehle  (65  Bwrh.y  185) ; 
Tracy  agt.  TaUmadge  (1  Abh.y  463);  WaZes  agt.  Jones  (2 
Abb,,  20). 

By  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  congress  has,  by 
clear  implication,  been  vested  with  authority  to  provide  for 
the  mode  in  which  actions  may  be  removed  from  the  state 
courts  to  the  courts  of  the  United  States  {Const  U,  &,  art 
3,  sec.  2,  svh.  2 ;  art.  1,  sec.  17).  And  that  authority  has  been 
so  exercised  as  to  prescribe  the  mode  of  proceeding  by  which 
the  object  is  to  be  obtained.  That  has  always  been  consid 
ered  to  be  within  the  peculiar  province  of  congress  over  this 
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subject,  and  in  the  act  now  under  consideration  it  has  been 
declared  in  clear  terms  what  it  shall  be  necessary  to  do  to 
remove  an  action  in  the  cases  mentioned  in  it  from  the  state 
courts  into  the  United  States  circuit  court. 

That  the  present  action  is  one  of  those  included  within  the 
terms  of  this  act  of  congress  is  clearly  disclosed  by  the  papers, 
and  the  proceedings  taken  to  secure  its  removal  conform  to 
what  the  act  has  required  to  be  done,  unless  notice  of  the 
application  should  have  been  given  and  the  condition  of  the 
bond  filed  should  have  been  made  broader  than  it  was  in  its 
terms.  The  act  of  congress  has  not  been  framed  in  such 
terms  as  to  require  notice  of  the  application  to  be  given,  but 
by  implication  it  has,  in  substance,  dispensed  with  the  observ- 
ance of  that  formality,  for  it  has  otherwise  prescribed  the 
proceedings  required  to  be  taken,  and  upon  the  observance  of 
those  requirements  it  has  been  made  the  duty  of  the  state 
court  to  accept  the  petition  and  the  bond,  and  proceed  no 
further  in  the  suit.  This  is  all  that  has  been  required  to  be 
done  to  secure  the  removal  of  the  action  {Sec.  3,  chap.  137, 
d.  S.  Stahdes,  1875). 

By  numerating  precisely  the  steps  required  to  be  taken, 
and  declaring  the  effect  of  a  compliance  to  that  extent  with 
the  provisions  of  the  law,  the  obligation  to  give  notice  of  the 
application  is  by  implication  excluded,  and  that  has  been  the 
construction  given  to  another  preceding  similar  provision 
upon  this  subject  {Fiske  agt.  Union  Pacific  H.  R.  Cfe.,  8 
EUxtch.y  243 ;  Dillon  on  Removal  of  Cavsea  \^d  ed.]^  92, 
note  2). 

The  more  commendable  practice  would  be  to  give  notice  of 
the  application,  and  in  that  manner  avoid  all  possibility  for 
future  dissensions  and  misunderstandings  {Chamberlain  agt. 
American  J  dsc.j  Trust  Co.,  11  Hun.,  370). 

Still,  under  this  construction  of  the  act  of  congress,  the 
application  for  the  order  must  be  held  to  have  been  regular, 
even  though  no  notice  was  given  of  it  to  the  attorneys  of  the 
plaintiff. 
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And  88  it  was  regalarlj  made  without  the  service  of  notice, 
the  order  could  be  properly  made,  as  it  was,  by  the  special 
term  in  session  in  the  county  of  New  York. 

The  bond  was  not  conditioned  for  the  entering  of  special 
bail  by  the  defendant.  But  as  this  action  appears  by  the 
pleading  and  proceedings  to  have  been  one  in  which  bail 
could  not  be  required,  a  compliance  with  that  portion  of  the 
act  of  congress  was  unnecessary ;  for  by  the  fair  import  of 
its  terms,  it  is  only  when  special  bail  is  originally  requisite  in 
the  action  that  the  bond  executed  is  required  to  include  this 
obligation. 

The  order  which  was  made  directed  that  it  should  be 
entered  in  Erie  county,  and  that  direction  appears  to  have 
been  complied  with,  and  the  papt^rs  upon  which  it  was  made 
have  been  filed  there. 

This  complied  with  the  requirements  made  by  rule  2  of  the 
general  rules  of  the  supreme  court,  and  rendered  the  proceed- 
ings regular  as  they  were  taken  for  the  removal  of  the  cause. 
After  tiie  order  had  been  entered  and  served,  this  court,  under 
the  restraints  imposed  upon  it  by  the  act  of  congress,  had  no 
authority  to  proceed  further  in  the  action.  Its  powers  over 
it  for  the  time  being  were  entirely  at  an  end  {InaiM^ance  Co. 
agt.  Dunn^  19  Wall.,  214 ;  Kern  agt.  Hindekoesery  103  U. 
8.  Rep.,  485 ;  BdL  agt.  i?i»,  49  N.  F.,  282).  The  order, 
consequently,  which  was  afterwards  made  by  this  court  direct- 
ing the  action  to  be  tried  before  a  referee  and  appointing  a 
receiver  therein  was  entirely  unauthorized,  and  as  that  was  its 
character,  a  motion  was  a  very  proper  proceeding,  even 
though  it  was  void,  to  v£lcate  and  set  it  aside  {Ka/mp  agt 
Kampy  59  If.  Y.j  212,  216-217).  An  order  must,  therefore, 
be  entered  directing  the  order  of  reference  and  for  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver  to  be  vacated,  but,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances appearing  in  the  case,  it  should  be  without  costs. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
FrrzosBALD  agt.  Qxtank,  impleaded  with  Mabt  his  wife. 

MtKried  leomen  —  aMms  ogaiMt^  Joinder  €f  htuband  with  uiift  in  atHion 
for  ietfe^s  tort,  improper —  Code  of  (XvU  Procedure,  eection  460. 

Under  section  450  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  in  an  action  against  a 
married  woman  for  her  personal  tort,  it  is  not  necessary  to  join  her 
husband  as  a  defendant,  and  he  is  not  a  proper  party  to  such  an  action. 

Where  on  a  motion  for  a  neW  trial  by  one  of  the  defendants,  it  appeared, 
as  a  question  of  law,  that  there  could  be  no  recoveiy  as  against  such 
defendant,  and  that  a  new  trial  would  not  change  the  result: 

Held,  that  the  verdict  should  be  set  aside,  and  a  nonsuit  directed  as  to 
such  defendant. 

At  Circuity  May^  1881. 

Motion  by  Charles  Q.  Quann,  one  of  the  defendants,  for  a 
new  trial  on  the  minutes. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  a  slander 
uttered  by  the  wife  of  Quann,  and  he  was  joined  with  her  as 
defendant. 

The  jury  returned  a  general  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tifi.    The  facts  ai'e  f uUy  stated  in  the  opinion. 

James  Woody  for  motion. 

8.  Hubbardy  opposed. 

Ruif SET,  c/1  —  The  point  is  strongly  urged  upon  me,  that 
having  denied  the  motion  for  a  nonsuit  at  the  trial,  upon  the 
authority  of  another  judge  at  the  circuit,  I  should  continue 
to  follow  that  decision  and  deny  this  motion,  without  further 
examination.  I  should  be  glad  if  this  were  so;  but  as  the 
object  of  allowing  motions  for  a  new  trial  to  bo  made  upon 
the  minutes  is  to  afford  a  cheap  and  speedy  review  of  ruh'ngs 
at  the  circuit,  that  they  may  be  corrected  if  wrong,  I  feel 
compelled  to  examine  this  question  upon  the  merits. 
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The  defendant  Mary  L.  Qaann  is  the  wife  of  the  defend- 
ant Charles  Q.  Qnann.  She  uttered  a  slander  against  plain- 
tiff. The  plaintiff  sues  for  damages  and  joins  the  hasband  as 
a  defendant.  The  husband  moTes  for  a  nonsuit  upon  the 
ground  that  he  is  not  a  proper  party  defendant  in  an  action  for 
his  wife's  separate  torts.  The  precise  question  presented  is 
whether,  under  section  450  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
the  husband  can  be  joined  as  defendant  with  his  wife  in  an 
action  for  her  separate  personal  tort. 

Until  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  took  effect,  the  hus- 
band must  be  joined  as  a  defendant  with  her  in  an  action  for 
the  mere  personal  torts  of  his  wife,  so  long  as  the  relation  of 
husband  and  wife  continued. 

An  inquiry  into  the  reason  of  this  rule  may  throw  light 
upon  the  question  we  are  examining.  The  necessity  of  such 
joinder  was  not  because  he  was  liable.  Mr.  Bishop,  in  his 
learned  work  on  Tha  Law  of  Married  Women,  in  speaking  of 
this  subject  uses  the  following  language:  ^^It  is  not  true, 
speaking  accurately  and  scientifically,  that  the  husband  is 
liable  for  the  torts  of  his  wife.  For  example,  she  commits  a 
tortj  and  then  dies  before  suit  brought,  he  cannot  be  sued  for 
it,  and  is  in  no  way  responsible ;  on  the  other  hand,  if  he  dies, 
she  may  then  be  sued  alone,  the  same  as  though  she  had  been 
discovert  when  the  tort  was  committed.  If  during  their 
joint  lives  an  action  is  brought  against  the  two,  and  he  dies 
pending  suit,  the  action  survives  against  the  wife.  The  lia^ 
bility,  therefore,  of  the  husband  for  the  wife's  torts  grows 
merely  out  of  the  fact  that,  by  the  rules  of  the  common  law, 
a  suit  cannot  be  maintained  against  a  wife  alone  during 
coverture ;  and,  if  the  two  could  not  be  sued  together,  the 
party  suffering  the  injury  would  be  without  remedy  "  {Bishop 
on  Ma/rried  Women,  sec,  254). 

The  cases  cited  by  Mr.  Bishop  fully  sustain  him  in  writing 
as  he  has,  and  the  same  rule  and  reason  are  kid  down  else- 
where (Cooley  on  TorU,  115 ;  Capd  agt.  Powell,  17  C  B. 
\N.  /S.],  743).    In  the  last  case,  the  court  held  that  one  who 
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had  obtained  a  divorce  was  not  thereafter  a  proper  party 
defendant  in  an  action  for  the  tort  of  the  wife  committed 
during  coverture. 

Eabl,  Ch.  J.y  says :  ^^  It  is  clear  to  demonstration,  there- 
fore, that  there  is  no  cause  of  action  against  the  husband. 
He  is  not  liable  for  the  wrong ;  he  is  joined  only  by  reason 
of  the  universal  rule  that  the  wife,  during  coverture,  cannot 
be  either  a  sole  plaintiff  or  a  sole  defendant "  {Page  748 ; 
Konig  agt.  Uanby,  49  N.  F.,  192,  201).  The  Code  of 
Proceedure  {^9ec.  114)  changed  the  rule  to  some  extent,  and 
the  married  women's  acts  of  1860-1862  changed  it  still  more. 
And  it  is  noticeable  that  this  change  was  made  by  permitting 
her  to  sue  or  to  be  sued  alone,  the  courts  thus  conceding  that 
when  the  necessity  of  joining  her  husband  as  a  party  ceased, 
there  was  no  longer  any  question  of  his  liability.  But  so  far 
as  the  joinder  of  the  husband  as  defendant  was  concerned, 
these  statutes  applied  only  to  actions  relating  to  her  separate 
property,  and  did  not  affect  actions  for  her  personal  torts. 

Having  ascertained  the  reason  of  the  rule  that  husband 
and  wife  must  be  joined  in  such  an  action,  let  us  see  what  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedui»  says  about  it.  Section  450,  as  origin- 
ally enacted,  reads:  "In  an  action  *  »  *  a  married 
woman  appears,  prosecutes  and  defends  alone  *  *  * 
as  if  she  was  single."  That  section  eliminated  the  element 
of  coverture  from  all  actions.  It  put  the  wife  in  all  respects, 
as  regards  actions,  on  the  footing  of  a  single  woman,  precisely 
as  it  says  it  does.  It  took  away  the  formal  requirement  of 
the  joinder  of  the  husband  in  any  action. 

The  reason  of  the  rule  which  made  him  a  defendant  was 
thus  taken  away,  and  so,  I  think,  logically,  the  rule  itself 
ceased  to  exist.  It  will  be  noticed  that  the  section  appears 
in  that  part  of  the  Code  which  prescribes  who  shall  be 
parties  to  actions,  and,  as  originally  enacted,  it  applied  to  every 
action  and  excepted  none.  I  am  quite  clear  that  the  original 
section  forbade  the  joinder  of  the  husband  in  any  case  where 
he  would  not  have  been  a  proper  party  if  there  had  been  no 
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marriage.  It  was  so  held  by  judge  D  wianr  upon  the  constrnc- 
tion  of  that  section,  without  reference  to  the  amendment,  at 
the  Steuben  circuit,  in  Ha/oena  agt.  Oregg^  where  he  ordered 
a  nonsuit  as  to  the  fatisband  in  an  action  for  the  wife's  slander, 
upon  the  ground  that  under  section  450  he  was  no  longer  a 
proper  party  {See  aleOj  2  Bishop  on  Ma/rried  Women,  aeoa. 
266,  267).  The  intention  of  that  section  was,  as  Mr.  Throop 
says,  to  sweep  away  all  distinctions  between  ^i./eme-ecle  and  a 
feme-covert^  in  respect  of  being  sued,  and  this  court  has  held, 
in  the  first  department,  that  the  language  was  comprehensive 
enough  to  do  it  {JaninsJd  agt.  HeideXberg,  21  J?tm,  439). 

But  it  is  urged  that  by  the  amendment  of  1879  {Lome  of 
1879,  cha/p.  542,^.  617),  the  legislature  have  restored  the  old 
rule,  and  when  they  enacted  that  "  it  was  not  necessary  or 
proper  to  join  her  husband  with  her  as  a  party  in  an  action 
affecting  her  separate  property,"  they  by  necessary  implication 
declared  that  it  was  necessary  to  join  him  in  every  other 
action.  I  do  not  think  so.  The  question  is,  what  was  the 
intention  of  the  legislature  ?  The  intention  is  to  be  found  in 
the  statute  itself  {Sedgw.  on  Stat,  and  Cons.  ZaWy  243,  244). 
The  legislature  had  passed  an  act  which  was  general  in  its 
terms,  and  applied  to  all  actions  and  special  proceedings,  and 
in  that  act  it  laid  down  a  rule  which  included  all  actions  to 
which  a  married  woman  was  a  party.  The  amendment  does 
not  expressly  conflict  with  this  rule,  nor  does  it  lay  down  a 
different  rule  for  such  actions  than  is  laid  down  in  the  origi- 
nal act.  It  applies  to  a  portion  of  the  actions  which  the  first 
sentence  also  refers  to.  If  the  legislature  had  intended  to 
change,  as  to  other  classes  of  actions,  the.mle  laid  down  in  the 
first  sentence,  there  was  an  easy  and  obvious  way  to  de  it. 
As  it  has  not  even  referred  to  them,  I  think  the  fair  construc- 
tion of  the  section  is  that  it  intended  the  first  sentence  of  the 
section  to  apply  to  all  actions  as  it  does  in  terms,  and  for 
greater  caution  to  specify  one  class  of  actions  in  the  second 
sentence,  so  that,  as  to  them,  there  could  be  no  possible  mis- 
understanding of  the  legislative  intent.     The  statute  is  clearly 
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intended  to  apply  to  all  cases,  and,  therefore,  thB  maxim 
expressio  %mvu8  est  exchcsio  aUerms  does  not  apply  {Bloom^s 
Leg,  Maa,y  515,  m.p.). 

The  condasion  I  have  reached  is  that,  since  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  a  husband  is  not  a  proper  party.  I  am  cited 
by  plaintiff's  counsel  to  two  cases  said  to  have  been  decided 
in  New  York  county  adversely  to  this  view ;  but  I  have  been 
unable  to  find  any  report  of  them,  and  I  can  hardly  think 
they  are  in  point  on  this  question,  which  has  been  so  exten* 
sively  mooted  during  the  last  three  years,  or  they  would  have 
been  reported.  * 

The  verdict  against  Quann  must  be  set  aside,  but  in  the 
view  I  have  taken  of  the  law  there  can  be  no  recovery  against 
him,  and  no  new  trial  would  change  the  result.  Under  those 
circumstances  the  proper  order  would  be  to  set  aside  the  ver- 
diet  as  to  Quann,  and  as  to  him  to  direct  a  nonsuit  {HaU  agt. 

*  It  Ib  believed  that  the  cases  referred  to  above  are  Hoffman  agt.  Lach- 
man  {decided  by  judge  MgAdam  <U  a  special  term  of  the  N,  F.  marine  court, 
March,  1878),  and  Berrien  agt.  8iwl  (decided  by  judge  Van  Brunt  at  a 
epedal  term  of  the  tupreme  court,  first  department.  Map,  1876).  The  first 
was  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint  by  the  defendant  Sussman  Lachman,  on 
the  ground  that  it  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action  against  him. 

The  action  was  brought  against  Hannah  Lachman,  the  wife  of  Sussman 
Lachman,  and  the  said  Sussman  Lachman,  for  a  slander  uttered  by  the 
wife,  the  husband  having  been  joined  on  the  ground  of  his  liability  for 
his  wife's  personal  torts.  An  order  of  arrest  had  been  issued  in  the  action 
against  the  defendant  Sussman  Lachman,  and  a  motion  to  vacate  such 
order,  based  on  the  non-liability  of  the  husband  for  the  mere  personal 
torts  of  the  wife  under  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  was  heard  at  the 
same  time  and  was  denied.  McAdam,  J.,  said:  "  The  new  Code  has  not 
changed  the  common-law  4iability  of  the  husband  for  torts  committed  by 
the  wife  (2  B.  D.  Smith,  90;  15  Aih.  Ft.,  421:  and  see  noU  to  16  BngUsh 
Reports,  p,  232,  Moakfs  notes).    Demurrer  overruled. 

The  second  was  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint  by  the  defendant  John 
G.  Steel,  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  cause  of  action  against  him.  The  action  was  brought  against  Josephene 
H.  Steel,  the  wife  of  John  G.  Steel,  and  her  husband  John  G.  Steel,  to 
recover  the  value  of  certain  articles  of  personal  property,  diamonds,  rings, 
Ac,  belonging  to  the  plaintiff's  testator,  and  alleged  to  have  been  con- 
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UaU,  81  N.  r.,  131-139 ;  affirming  S.  C,  13  jyt/7i,  306). 
As  the  jury  were  instructed  in  tin's  case,  the  plaintifiE  was 
entitled  to  a  verdict  against  both  defendants,  and  the  only 
question  presented  to  them  was  that  of  damages.  The  case 
is  substantially  like  the  one  last  cited,  and  I  shall  make  the 
order  which  was  there  held  proper,  but  I  shall  give  no  costs 
of  -the  motion. 

Ordered,  that  verdict  as  to  Quann  be  set  aside,  and  a  nonsuit 
ordered  as  to  him,  without  costs  of  this  motion. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Oathabine  Hakoox  agt.  Samuel  M.  Meekeb,  as  sole  sur- 
viving executor,  &c.,  and  others. 

WtU —  Truitee  to  seB  la/nd  and  invett  proeeeda  —  Discretion  €f  tnuteei  at  to 

time  to  eeU  and  invest. 

The  testator,  by  a  clause  of  his  will,  directs  his  executors,  after  paying 
certain  debts  and  charges,  to  divide  the  residue  of  his  estate  into  eight 
equal  shares,  and  invest  the  same  separately  each  of  eight  children  to 
have  the  income  of  one  share  for  life,  the  principal  sum,  ui>on  the 
death  of  each  child,  to  go  to  his  or  her  issue;  and  in  the  closing  part 
of  the  clause  the  executors  are  authorized  to  lease  the  real  estate,  and 

Terted  by  the  said  Josephene  H.  Steel  to  her  own  use,  the  husband  being 
joined  as  a  defendant  on  the  ground  of  his  llab<lity  for  the  ^^rsonal  torts 
of  his  wife." 

Van  Brunt,  J.,  said  :  "In  the  case  of  Baum  agt  Mullen  (47  K  F., 
578),  the  court  held  that  the  statute  has  not  altered  the  common-law  lia- 
bility of  the  husband  for  the  mere  personal  torts  of  the  wife,  but  the  rule 
is  changed  only  when  such  torts  are  committed  under  management  and 
control  of  her  separate  property.  The  same  rule  was  recognized  in  the 
case  of  Koning  agt.  Manly  (49  K  F.,  192  [200]),  where  the  court  admits 
that,  if  a  married  woman  is  alone  guilty  of  a  conversion,  the  husband  is 
a  necessary  party.  There  is  no  allegation  in  the  complaint  tending  to 
show  that  the  tort  complained  of  was  committed  by  Josephene  H.  Steel 
in  the  management  of,  or  in  reference  to  her  separate  property. 
Unless  this  appears,  then  the  common-law  liability  of  the  husband  still 
prevails.    Demurrer  overruled. 
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after  the  death  of  his  wife  to  sell  and  convey  the  same  for  such  prices 
and  upon  such  terms  as  they  might  deem  best  for  the  interests  of  his 
estate.  In  an  action  by  one  of  the  children,  after  the  death  of  the 
widow,  against  the  sole  surviying  executor,  to  compel  him  to  make 
the  division  or  sale  and  investment  provided  for  in  the  will: 
MUd  (overruling  demurrer  to  complaint),  that  the  selection  of  a  proper 
time  for  the  execution  of  the  trust  is  not  within  the  discretion  of  the 
executor;" that  the  trust  to  divide,  invest  and  sell  constitute  an  equitable 
conversion  of  the  realty  into  personalty  from  the  death  of  the  widow; 
and  the  trustee  should  at  that  time,  in  the  execution  of  the  trust,  get 
the  best  prices  in  the  disposition  of  the  re^ty,  and  that  will  meet  the 
exigencies  of  the  wilL 

Speoiai  Term^  November^  1881. 

Demubbbb  to  complaint. 

Theodore  F.  JacTucn^  for  demurrer. 

Oeorge  F.  Betts^  opposed. 

Van  Vokst,  J.  —  All  the  testator's  estate,  real  and  personal, 
was  devised  and  bequeathed  to  his  executors  upon  trusts 
which  are  clearly  defined.  The  question  presented  bj  the 
demurrer  arises  under  the  sixth  clause  of  the  will. 

By  the  terms  of  the  trust  therein  declared,  the  executors, 
after  having  made  provision  for  the  debts,  legacies,  taxes  and 
charges,  which  the  will  directed  should  be  paid,  were 
instructed  to  divide  the  residue  of  the  estate  into  eight  equal 
parts  or  shares,  and  invest  the  same  separately  on  bond  and 
mortgage,  or  in  United  States  government  or  state  securi- 
ties, the  income  from  which  separate  shares  they  were  to  apply 
to  the  use  of  the  testator's  eight  children  for  life,  each  child 
to  be  entitled  to  the  income  arising  from  one  oi  such  eight 
parts. 

Upon  the  death  of  each  child  his  issue  was  to  take  the 
principal  sum  of  such  eighth  part^  the  income  whereof  had 
been  given  to  the  parent. 

Among  the  charges  imposed  upon  his  estate  by  the  testator, 
and  which  his  executors  and  trustees  had  been  directed  to^ 
Vol.  LXn        iS 
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pay,  was  a  beqnest  to  his  wife  of  $12,000  per  annum,  and  she 
was  also  to  have  the  use  and  occupancy  of  the  testator's  home- 
stead on  Fifth  avenne  for  life. 

The  debts  and  charges  have  all  been  paid,  and  the  testator's 
widow  died  on  the  15th  day  of  May,  1878. 

All  impediments,  therefore,  in  the  way  of  consummating 
the  principal  intention  of  the  testator,  with  respect  to  a 
division  and  investment  of  his  estate,  have  been  removed,  and 
the  trust  in  this  regard  should  now  be  executed,  unless  some 
#ther  part  of  the  will  limits  the  duty  of  the  trustees  in  this 
direction,  or  clothes  them  with  a  discretion  which  is  not  con- 
tained in  the  devise  and  direction  referred  to  above. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  the  defendant,  who  is  the  sole 
surviving  executor  and  trustee  uuder  the  wiU,  has  been 
requested  to  make  the  division  or  sale  and  investment  pro- 
vided for  in  the  will,  but  has  hitherto  wrongfully  neglected 
to  do  so,  to  the  injury  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  a  daughter  of 
the  testator,  and  is  entitled  to  the  income  of  one  of  the  shares 
for  life. 

It  is  claimed  on  the  behalf  of  the  executor  and  trustee,  who 
demurs  to  the  complaint,  that  the  selection  of  a  proper  time 
for  the  execution  of  this  trust,  with  respect  to  a  division,  sale 
and  investment  of  the  residuary  estate  into  shares,  is  within 
his  discretion,  and  that  under  the  allegations  of  the  complaint 
he  cannot  be  hastened,  and  that  it  is  not  alleged  that  his 
refusal  to  act  in  this  direction  is  capricious,  arbitrary  or  unrear 
sonable. 

From  what  has  been  already  stated,  the  exercise  of  a  dis- 
cretion by  the  executor  and  trustee  as  to  the  period  for  a 
division  and  conversion,  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  positive 
directions  of  the  will,  which  itself  fixes  a  time,  based  upon 
facts  and  conditions  which  have  occurred  and  been  fulfilled. 

Beference  is,  however,  made  by  the  learned  counsel  for  tho 
defendant  executor  to  the  closing  part  of  the  sixth  clause  of  the. 
will,  by  the  terms  of  which  the  testator  autliorized  and 
empowered  his  executors  to  let  or  lease  his  real  estate,  U 
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receive  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  and  after  the  decease  of 
his  wife,  to  sell  and  convey  the  same  for  such  prices  and  upon 
such  terms  as  thej  might  deem  best  for  the  interests  of  his 
estate. 

This  clause  of  the  will  must.be  read  in  connectiou  with  the 
terms  in  which  the  principal  trust  was  created,  and  which  it 
was  doubtless  designed  to  aid,  and  as  the  last  expression  of 
the  testator  it  is  entitled  to  careful  consideration. 

The  power  to  lease  the  real  estate  is  not  necessarily  incon- 
sistent with  the  direction  to  divide  and  invest  the  princi- 
pal, because  it  might  be  well  executed  so  long  as  the  testator's 
widow  should  live. 

The  death  of  the  wife  would,  however,  in  this  view,  term- 
inate such  power,  and  would  make  completely  operative  the 
trust  to  divide  and  invest,  and  for  such  purpose  to  sell. 

By  the  terms  of  the  will  the  imperative  trust  to  divide, 
invest  and  sell,  constitute  an  equitable  conversion  of  the 
realty  into  personalty  from  the  death  of  the  widow,  and 
clearly  show  that  as  such  conversion  is  necessary  to  secure 
perfect  equality  in  the  shares,  so,  too,  it  makes  plain  that  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  testator  that  such  conversion  should 
actually  take  place  upon  the  death  of  his  wife. 

It  is  true  the  trustees  were  to  sell  and  convey  for  such 
prices  and  upon  such  terms  as  they  might  deem  best  for  the 
interests  of  the  estate.  8nch  limitation  clearly  means  for  the 
best  prices  and  terms  which  could  be  obtained  at  the  time 
the  division,  sale  and  investment  was  directed  to  be  made. 
Tliis  limitation  must  be  reasonably  interpreted.  And  there 
is  no  presumption  that  such  prices  and  terms  may  not  now, 
considering  the  lapse  of  time  since  the  death  of  the  widow, 
be  secured.  The  trustee  should  now,  in  the  execution  of  the 
trust,  get  the  best  prices  and  secure  the  most  favorable  terms 
in  the  disposition  of  the  realty,  and  that  will  meet  the  exi- 
gencies of  the  will  and  amply  protect  him.  The  manifest 
intention  of  the  testator  to  secure  proper  and  specific  invest- 
ments for  his  children,  through  the  division  and  sale  of  his 
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estate,  cannot  be  defeated  by  an  nnwillingneBB  on  the  part  of 
the  executor  and  trustee  to  accept  the  b€»t  prices  and  terms 
which  could  be  secured  when  the  division  and  investment  was 
directed  to  be  made. 

If  any  facts,  however,  exist  which  do  not  now  appear  to 
justify  the  refusal  of  the  executor  and  trustee  to  execute  this 
trust,  at  this  time,  they  should  be  .set  up  by  way  of  answer. 

There  should  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer, 
with  liberty  to  the  defendants  to  answer  upon  payment  of 
costs. 


SUPEEME  COURT. 

Law  agt.  McDonald. 

Unlawful  acts—  When  iueeemve  o/cHom  for  cannot  be  maintained—  When 

action  barred  by  former  reeofjeriee. 

▲  plaintiff  can  have  but  one  suit  growing  out  of  a  single  cause  of  dam- 
ages, and  after  a  recovery  in  an  action  for  an  injurious  act  no  action 
can  be  maintained  on  account  of  any  further  consequences  occasioned 
by  that  act  Damages  for  a  single  wrongful  act  can  be  awarded  but 
once,  and  in  one  suit  only.  When  sued  for  such  wrongful  act  the 
plaintiff  may  recover  his  damages  caused  thereby,  both  past  and  pros- 
pective; that  is,  he  takes  his  equivalent  for  the  entire  injury  in  damages. 
He  cannot  split  up  his  damages  and  have  separate  and  independent 
recoveries. 

A  Judgment  concludes  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  respect  to  the  cause  of 
action  stated  in  the  pleadings  upon  which  it  is  rendered,  whether  the 
suit  embraces  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  demand  constituting  the 
cause  of  action.  An  entire  claim  arising,  either  upon  a  contract  or 
from  a  wrong,  cannot  be  divided  and  made  the  subject  of  several  suits, 
and  if  several  suits  be  brought  for  different  parts  of  such  claim,  the 
pendency  of  the  first  may  be  pieaded  in  abatement  of  the  others,  and  a 
Judgn^ent  upon  the  merits  in  either  will  be  available  as  a  bar  in  the 
other  suits. 

Where  A.  had  recovered  against  B.  in  his  former  actions  the  damages  to 
which  he  was  entitled  for  all  unlawful  acts  committed  by  him  against 
A.'s  rights  prior  to  October  16,  1875,  which  acts  were  the  removal  of 
and  injury  to  A.'s  pipe  leading  from  a  spring  to  his  dwelling  and  out- 
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houseBy  and  the  consequent  interruption  of  the  flow  of  water  through  it 
to  his  premises;  and,  by  the  Judgment  in  the  first  action,  he  was 
awarded  a  perpetual  injunction  against  B.,  restraining  the  latter  from 
in  any  way  interfering  with  such  pipe.  Prior  to  the  recovery  in  the 
former  actions,  and  in  1873,  A.  attempted  to  replace  and  repair  the  pipe, 
and  was  prevented  from  so  doing  by  B.,  but  no  such  attempt  was  there- 
after repeated  until  in  the  spring  of  1877,  when  no  opposition  was 
offered;  nor  did  the  defendant  since  1873  at  any  time  or  in  any  way 
interfere  with  the  plaintiff's  rights  as  they  were  ultimately  established 
by  the  Judgment  of  the  court  in  those  suits.  The  second  action  was 
commenced  October  15,  1875  In  a  third  suit  brought  by  A.  a  Judg- 
ment was  awarded  against  B.  for  damages  which  occurred  between 
October  15,  18*5,  and  the  1st  day  of  May,  1877,  by  reason  of  the 
defendant's  wrongful  act  in  removing  the  pipe  from  the  spring  and 
preventing  A.  from  repairing  the  pipe: 
JEEeid,  that  such  recovery  could  not  be  sustained.  These  causes  of  damage, 
and  each  of  them,  were  especially  commented  on  in  the  former  actions, 
and  damages  were  awarded  in  both  suits.  Those  recoveries  must  be 
presumed  to  embrace  all  damages  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
growing  out  of  those  wrongful  acts,  past  and  prospective,  and  the  pres- 
ent recovery  is  barred  by  the  former. 

Third  Department^  General  Tet^m^  September^  1881. 
Before  Learned,  P. «/".,  Bockkb  and  Boardhan,  JJ. 

B0CKE89  J.  —  The  plaintiff  had  recovered  against  the  defend- 
ant in  the  two  former  actions  the  damages  to  which  he  was 
entitled  for  all  unlawful  acts  committed  by  him  against  the 
plaintiflPs  rights  prior  to  October  15,  1875. 

Those  acts  were  the  removal  of  and  injury  to  the  plaintiffs 
pipe  leading  from  the  spring  to  his  dwelliug  and  outhouses, 
and  the  consequent  interruption  of  the  flow  of  water  through 
it  to  his  premises ;  and,  by  the  judgment  in  the  first  action, 
he  was  awarded  a  perpetual  injunction  against  the  defendant, 
restraining  the  latter  from  in  any  way  interfering  with  such 
pipe.  There  is  no  proof  in  the  case,  nor  do  we  understand 
that  it  is  pretended,  that  the  defendant,  after  October  15, 
1875,  ever  in  any  way  interfered  with  the  pipe  or  with  the 
flow  of  water  through  it,  or,  by  threats  or  otherwise,  pre- 
vented the  plaintiff  from  maintaining  it  in  proper  place  or 
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in  repair.  It  appears  that  prior  to  the  recoveiy  in  the  former 
actions,  and  in  1872,  the  plaintiff  attempted  to  replace  and 
repair  the  pipe,  and  was  prevented  from  so  doing  by  the 
defendant,  but  no  such  attempt  was  thereafter  repeated  until 
in  the  spring  of  1877,  when  no  opposition  was  offered ;  nor 
did  the  defendant  thereafter  (1872),  at  any  time  or  in  any 
way,  interfere  with  the  plaintiff's  rights  as  they  were  ulti- 
mately established  by  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  those  suits. 
The  second  action  was  commenced  Ocwber  15,  1875.  Thus 
it  seems  that  all  right  of  action  against  the  defendant  for 
everything  wrongfully  done  or  suffered  by  him  relating  to  the 
subject-matter  of  plaintiff's  complaint  in  the  present  (third) 
action  occurred  during  the  time  covered  by  the  former  suits. 
If  so  the  recoveries  in  those  actions  barred  the  present  claim, 
for  the  plaintiff  recovered,  or  should  have  recovei*ed,  his 
entire  damages  in  those  suits,  and  this  would  be  so  whatever 
might  be  the  form  of  action.  The  rule  of  law  applicable  to 
the  case  would  be  the  same  whether  the  actipns  were  in  tres- 
pass, or  what  were  formerly  denominated  actions  on  the  case. 
The  wrongful  acts  complained  of  occurred  long  prior  to  Octo- 
ber 15,  1875 ;  they  were  not  repeated  or  continued  after  that 
time.  The  recovery  in  this  (third)  action  seems  to  have  been 
based  on  the  idea  that  the  defendant  was  under  obligation  to 
maintain  the  pipe  in  good  repair.  But  he  was  not  so  obligated. 
The  extent  of.  his  obligation  was  to  permit  the  plaint^  to 
tfnjoy  his  eaeemeni;  that  is,  to  lay  and  retain  the  pipe  in 
place,  keep  it  in  repair  and  take  the  water  through  it  from 
the  spring.  In  the  exercise  of  this  right  he  had  been  inter- 
rupted prior  to  October  15,  1875,  and  for  such  interruption 
damages  had  been  awarded  him  in  the  former  suits.  But 
there  was  no  interruption  or  interference  with  the  right  by 
the  defendant  subsequent  to  October  15,  1875,  the  time  cov- 
ered by  the  third  and  last  suit.  The  case  is  not  like  that  of  a 
contmuing  nuisance,  hence  the  authorities  cited  by  the  respond- 
ent's counsel  are  not  in  point.  The  defendant  did  not  disturb 
the  pipe  or  the  flow  of  water  through  it  after  October  15, 
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1875,  nor  did  he  thereafter  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  maintain- 
ing the  pipe  in  place  and  in  proper  repair.  The  case,  in  princi- 
ple, as  regards  the  subject  nnder  examination,  is  not  unlike 
PorUr  agt.  CdUb  (23  Hv/n,^  278).  After  October  fifteenth 
the  defendant  did  nothing  to  produce  the  injury  complained 
of,  and,  as  above  stated,  for  all  wrongful  acts  by  the  defend- 
ant prior  to  that  time,  damages  had  been  awarded  against 
him.  The  plaintiff  could  have  but  one  suit  growing  out  of  a 
single  cause  of  damage.  This  was  held  in  Johnson  agt.  Long 
(1  Ld.  Bay.,  870).  And  in  FiUei-  agt.  Beal  (1  Ld.  Ray., 
339)  it  was  held  that  after  a  recovery  in  an  action  for  an 
injurious  act,  no  action  can  be  maintained  on  account  of  any 
further  consequences  occasioned  by  that  act.  The  authorities 
are  clearly  and  indisputably  to  the  effect  that  damages  for  a 
single  wrongful  act  can  be  awarded  but  once,  and  in  one  suit 
only.  When  sued  for  such  wrongful  act  the  plaintiff  may 
recover  his  damages  caused  thereby,  both  past  and  pros- 
pective ;  that  is,  he  takes  his  equivalent  for  the  entire  injury 
in  damages.  He  cannot  split  up  his  damages  and*  have  sepi^ 
rate  and  independent  recoveries.  This  principle  obtains  in  all 
classes  of  actions.  The  rule,  says  judge  Cowen,  in  Bender- 
nagle  agt.  Cooks  (19  Wend.j  315;,  ''goes  against  sevend 
actions  for  the  same  wrong,  and  against  several  actions  on  the 
same  contract.  All  damages  accruing  from  a  single  wroug, 
though  at  different  times,  make  but  one  cause  of  action,  and 
all  debts  or  demands  already  due  by  the  same  contract  make 
one  entire  cause  of  action."  So  it  was  held  in  PhiUipe  agt. 
Beriok  (16  John.,  137),  that  ar  claim  arising  from  one  entire 
contract,  or  from  one  single  tortious  act,  cannot  be  divided 
into  distinct  demands  and  made  the  subject  of  separate 
actions  {See,  also,  Farringion  agt.  Payne,  15  John.,  433; 
Fish  agt.  FoU^,  6  EUl,  54 ;  BvU  agt.  CoWm,  33  Barb., 
94-96  ;  8ec(yr  agt.  Sturgis,  16  N.  T.,  558  ;  Staples  agt.  Goodr 
rich,  31  Barb.,  317;  BurriM  agt.  Bdfy,  47  C(mn.,  333;  S. 
C,  36  Am.  Bep.j  79).  As  regards  prospective  damages,  it  is 
laid  down  in  MoaJc^s  UnderhiU  on  Torts  {p.  83),  as  follows : 
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'^The  jury  should  take  into  consideration,  in  assessing  the 
damages,  the  probable  future  injury  that  will  result  to  the 
plaintiff  from  the  act  of  the  defendant,  for  the  damages,  when 
given,  are  taken  to  include  all  the  hurtful  consequences  aris- 
ing out  of  the  wrongful  act,  unknown  as  well  as  known." 

Now,  as  has  been  observed,  the  former  actions  embraced 
all  wrongful  acts  committed  by  the  defendant  prior  to  Octo- 
ber 15,  1875,  and  none  are  charged  or  proved  against  him  sub- 
sequent to  that  time.  He  was  charged  in  those  suits  with 
removing  and  injuring  the  pipe,  and  with  preventing  the 
plaintiff  from  relaying  and  repairing  it,  and  also  with  injuries 
resulting  therefrom  by  reason  of  being  deprived  of  water  at 
his  dwelling  and  farm  buildings.  For  these  causes  of  action 
damages  were  awarded  him.  This  action  was  then  brought  to 
recover  further  damages  occasioned  by  the  same  unlawful  acts. 
According  to  the  authorities  it  was  barred  by  the  former 
recoveries.  Let  us  examine  the  question  a  little  on  principle. 
A.  has  a  right  of  way  over  B.'s  land,  with  the  right  to  keep 
and  maintdn  it  in  repair.  B.  obstructs  the  way  by  digging  a 
pit  across  it.  Thereupon  A.  sues  B.  for  this  wrongful  act, 
and  recovers  his  damages.  He  recovers  (1)  an  amount  suffi- 
cient to  meet  the  expense  of  restoring  the  way  to  its  former 
condition  of  usefulness ;  and  (2)  such  temporary  damages  as 
he  may  have  sustained  by  reason  of  being  hindered  in  the  use 
of  the  way,  and  as  the  delay  would  cease  with  his  own  elec- 
tion to  repair,  he  could  recover  for  such  delay  only  as  was 
necessary  to  him  in  order  to  make  repair.  By  the  recovery, 
then,  A.  is  indemnified  for  the  entire  injury.  He  has  the 
money  in  hand,  obtained  by  the  recovery,  with  which  to  fill 
the  pit  and  restore  the  way,  and  also  such  sum  in  addition  as 
was  deemed  adequate  for  the  time  during  which  he  was  nec- 
essarily delayed  in  his  use  of  the  way.  May  he  now  omit  to 
restore  the  way  and  recover  further  damages  from  year  to 
year  in  repeated  actions,  because  the  pit  remained  unfilled  ? 
Again  :  A.  had  the  right  to  maintain  a  pump  in  a  well  on  B.'s 
land,  and  to  take  water  therefrom  by  means  of  the  pump. 
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B.  removes  and  destroys  the  pump.  Thereupon  A.  sues  B. 
for  those  unlawful  acts  and  recovers  his  damages.  Those 
damages  would  be  such  sum  as  would  meet  the  expense  of 
replacing  a  pump  in  the  well,  of  equal  value  and  usefulness 
with  the  one  removed  and  destroyed,  with  an  additional  sum 
to  cover  the  damages  to  A.  during  the  time  he  would  be  nec- 
essarily delayed  in  replacing  the  pump.  May  A.  omit  to 
replace  the  pump  and  have  damages  against  B.  for  such  omis- 
sion year  after  year,  by  repeated  suits  ?  Especially  (and  this 
interrogatory  lias  direct  significance  in  view  of  the  injunction 
granted  in  this  case),  may  A.  have  such  repeated  actions  for 
damages  when  B.  has  been  enjoined,  at  the  instance  of  the  for- 
mer, from  all  intermeddling  with  his  rights  in  the  well? 
The  question  is  well  answered  by  the  decision  in  Loker  agt 
Damon  (17  Pick.^  284),  where  it  is  held  that  in  assessing 
damages  for  a  tort,  the  immediate  consequences  of  the  injuri- 
ous act  are  to  be  regarded,  and  not  those  which  the  party 
injured  might  have  prevented  by  his  own  action.  But  it  is 
suggested  that  the  plaintiff  was  deterred  by  the  threats  and 
violent  conduct  of  the  defendant  from  replacing  and  putting 
the  pipe  in  condition  for  usefulness.  Not  so,  however,  after 
October  15,  1876,  nor  indeed  for  years  preceding  that  time. 
Yet  judgment  was  awarded  in  this  third  suit  for  damages 
which  occurred  between  October  15,  1875,  and  the  1st  day 
of  May,  1877,  "  Jy  reason  of  the  defendant^ swrongfvl  act  m 
refiioving  the  pipe  from  the  spring  j  and  preventing  the  plain- 
tiff from  r^airing  the  pipe^^  (finding  XV).  These  causes 
of  damage,  and  each  of  them,  were  especially  commented  on 
in  the  former  actions,  and  damages  were  awarded  in  both 
suits.  Those  recoveries  must  be  presumed  to  embrace  all 
damages  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  growing  out  of 
those  wrongful  acts,  past  and  prospective.  Judge  Strong 
lays  down  the  rule  here  applicable  in  Secor  agt.  Sturgis  (16 
N.  y.,  554),  as  follows  :  "  The  principle  is  settled  beyond  dis- 
pute that  a  judgment  concludes  the  rights  of  the  parties  in 
respect  to  the  cause  of  action  stated  in  the  pleadings  on  which 
\roL.  LXII        44 
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it  is  rendered,  whether  the  suit  embraces  the  whole  or  any 
part  of  the  demand  constitating  the  cause  of  action.  It  resnlts 
from  this  principle,  and  the  rale  is  folly  established,  that  an 
entire  claim,  arising  either  npon  a  contract  or  from  a  wrong, 
cannot  be  divided  and  made  the  subject  of  several  snits ;  and 
if  several  suits  be  brought  for  different  parts  of  such  claim, 
the  pendency  of  the  first  may  be  pleaded  in  abatement  of  the 
others,  and  a  judgment  npon  the  merits  in  either  will  be 
available  as  a  bar  in  the  other  suits ; "  and  the  learned  judge 
further  says :  '^  In  the  case  of  torts,  each  trespass  or  conversion 
or  fraud  gives  a  right  of  action,  and  but  a  single  one,  how- 
ever numerous  the  items  of  wrong  or  damage  may  be  "  {page 
558).  The  recovery  in  this  case  cannot,  as  we  think,  be 
sustained. 

Judgment  reversed,  new  trial  granted,  costs  to  abide  the 
event. 

BoABDMAK,  J.,  concurs. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  right.    W.  L.  Lbabned. 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 
Baine,  respondent,  agt.  The  City  of  Rochester,  appellant. 

MufMpal  earportUions-^  Aetums  agaimt — C09U  in — Plaintiff  to  recowr 
muti  pretent  daim  to  chief  JUecU  officer  hrforo  action^  That  chitffl&oal 
offie&r  has  no  authority  to  pay  ia  no  anmoer  to  this  requirement — In  aetione 
against  t  if  plaintif  recovers  fifty  dollars  or  over,  defendant  is  not  entitled 
to  costs,  aUhough  daim  is  not  presented  —  Non-presontaMon  of  daim  is  not 
a  dtfense  to  action  nor  a  fact  in  issue-—  To  what  facts  certificate  entiU^ng 
party  to  costs  applies-^  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  sections  8228,  8229,  8245, 
8248. 

In  an  action  against  a  municipal  corporation,  a  plaintiff  demanding  judg- 
ment for  a  sum  of  money  only,  who  fails  to  present  his  claim  for  pay- 
ment to  the  chief  fiscal  officer  (t.  e.,  the  treasurer)  of  such  corporation 
before  the  commencement  of  the  action,  cannot,  under  section  8245  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  be  awarded  costs,  although  he  recover  a 
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▼erdict  against  the  coiporatioo.  It  is  no  answer  to  this  requirement  that 
the  chief  fiscal  officer  is  not  authorized  to  adjust  and  pay  the  claim  on 
presentation. 

THien  the  plaintiff  fails  to  so  present  his  claim,  and  recorers  the  sum  of 
fifty  dollars  or  more,  the  defendant  does  not,  by  reason  of  the  plaintiffs 
not  being  entitled  to  costs,  become  entitled  thereto;  that  the  plaintiff  is 
not  entitled  to  costs  under  such  circumstances  is  not  a  case  specified  in 
section  8228  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  and  the  defendant  is, 
therefore,  not  entitled  to  costs  under  section  ?t229. 

A  plaintiff  who  recovers  a  judgment  against  a  municipal  corporation  for 
more  than  fifty  dollars,  should  not  be  subjected  to  the  payment  of  costs, 
as  a  penalty  for  non- presentation  of  his  claim,  in  addition  to  being 
deprived  of  the  right  to  costs  given  in  other  cases. 

The  certificate  to  entitle  a  party  to  costs,  &c.,  provided  for  by  section 
8248  of  the  Code  of  ( ivil  Procedure,  is  of  some  fact  appearing  on  the 
trial,  and  has  no  application  to  facts  extrinsic  to  the  action,  and  which 
have  no  connection  with  the  issue. 

The  non-presentation  of  a  claim  against  a  municipal  corporation  to  its 
chief  fiscal  officer,  is  not  a  defense  to  the  action,  and  not  a  fact  involved 
in  the  trial ;  and  the  certificate  referred  to  in  section  8248  is  not  required 
as  to  the  fact  of  non-presentation. 

June^  1881. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  general  term,  fourth  depart- 
ment, affinning  an  order  of  the  county  court  of  Monroe 
county,  setting  aside  a  taxation  of  costs  in  favor  of  the 
defendant  and  against  the  plaintiff. 

The  action  was  brought  in  the  county  court  of  Monroe 
county  against  the  city  of  Bochester  to  recover  for  services, 
and  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict  for  $228.58. 

Before  the  commencement  of  the  action  the  plaintiff  pre- 
sented his  claim  for  payment  to  the  common  council  instead 
of  the  city  treasurer,  the  chief  fiscal  officer  of  the  city. 

The  defendant,  notwithstanding  the  verdict,  served  a  bill 
of  costs  in  its  favor,  and  noticed  the  same  for  taxation  before 
the  clerk  of  the  court,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff,  having 
omitted  to  present  his  claim  to  the  proper  officer,  could  not, 
under  section  8245  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  be 
awarded  costs,  and  that  the    plaintiff,  not  being  entitled 
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thereto,  they  should  be  taxed  in  favor  of  the  defendant 
under  section  3229.  The  plaintiff  opposed  the  taxation  on 
the  ground,  among  others,  that  there  was  no  competent  evi- 
dence before  the  clerk  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  presented 
his  claim  to  the  proper  officer,  and  that  the  only  competent 
evidence  of  such  fact  would  be  a  certificate  of  the  judge 
who  presided  at  the  trial,  as  provided  by  section  3248.  The 
derk  taxed  the  costs  in  favor  of  the  defendant 

J.  B.  Fanning^  for  appellant. 

A.  Z.  Bwrtoriy  for  respondent.  The  powers  and  duties  of 
the  common  council  in  regard  to  auditing,  allowing  and  pay- 
ing claims,  and  the  raising  of  money  to  pay  them,  and  the 
restrictions  on  the  treasurer  against  paying  except  as  ordered 
by  the  common  council,  remain,  under  chapter  14  of  the 
Laws  of  1880,  the  same  as  they  were  when  BuUer  agt.  OUy 
of  Rochester  (4  Hun^  32)  was  decided  {McClure  agt.  Super- 
visorsj  <&o.y  4  Ahb.  N.  C,  202). 

Andbkws,  J, —  The  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  costs,  for 
the  reason  that  he  failed  to  present  the  claim  for  payment  to 
the  city  treasurer,  who,  by  section  72  of  chapter  14  of  the 
Laws  of  1880,  is  declared  to  be  the  chief  fiscal  officer  of  the 
city,  before  the  commencement  of  the  action  {Code  of  Civil 
Prooedwre^  see.  3245.) 

It  is  not  an  answer  to  this  requirement  of  the  Code  that 
the  city  treasurer  was  not  authorized  to  adjust  and  pay  the 
claim  on  presentation.  The  object  of  the  Code  was  to  insure 
notice  to  a  municipal  corporation  of  claims  against  it  before  it 
should  be  subjected  to  the  costs  of  suit,  and  notice  to  the  cliief 
fiscal  officer  was  prescribed  as  the  means  of  giving  notice  to 
the  corporation. 

Section  8248  does  not  apply  to  this  case.  The  certificate 
there  provided  is  of  some  fact  appearing  on  the  trial,  and  has 
no  application  to  facts  extrinsic  to  the  action  and  which  have 
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no  oonneation  with  the  issue,  and  of  which  the  court  or  referee 
may  have  no  knowledge. 

The  non-presentation  of  a  claim  against  a  municipal  corpo- 
ration to  its  chief  fiscal  officer  before  suit  brought,  pursuant 
to  section  3245,  is  not  a  defense  to  the  action,  and  is  not  a 
tact  involved  in  the  trial,  and  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  the 
legislature  intended  that,  as  to  such  a  fact,  the  certificate  of 
the  court  should  be  required. 

The  claim  of  the  defendant  to  costs  cannot  be  supported. 
By  the  fourth  subdivision  of  section  3228,  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  costs  in  an  action  on  a  money  demand,  other  than 
those  previously  specified,  provided  he  recovers  fifty  dollars 
or  more ;  and  by  section  3229  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
costs  in  an  action  specified  in  section  3228,  unless  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  costs  as  therein  specified.  Section  3229  does 
not  apply  to  a  case  where  the  plaintiff  recovers  fifty  dollars 
or  more,  but  who  is  prevented  from  recovering  costs  for  non- 
presentation  of  the  claim  imder  3245.  This  is  not  one  of  the 
cases  specified  in  3228. 

It  was  not,  we  think,  intended  that  the  plaintiff  who  recovers 
a  judgment  against  a  municipal  corporation  for  more  than 
fifty  doPars,  should  be  subjected  to  the  payment  of  costs,  as  a 
penalty  for  non-presentation  of  his  claim,  in  addition  to  being 
deprived  of  the  right  to  costs  given  in  other  cases. 

The  order  of  the  general  term  and  of  the  county  court 
should  be  modified  by  declaring  that  neither  party  is  entitled 
to  costs,  and,  as  thus  modified,  it  should  be  affirmed,  without 
costs  to  either  party. 

All  concur. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Watt  agt.  Rbillt. 

Betp(m90nUty  qf  sheriff — LiabiH^  a$  had. 

Where  a  defendant,  after  arrest,  has  heen  allowed  to  go  at  large  after 
giving  an  undertaking,  the  sheriff  becomes  liable  as  bail  nntil  the  sure- 
ties in  the  undertaking  justify  and  are  approved  by  the  court. 

Where  at  the  time  a  mpersedeat  is  granted,  the  defendant  is  still  at  large 
and  the  sureties  have  not  Justified,  the  sheriff  is  still  liable  as  bail  and 
can  only  be  exonerated  from  that  liability  in  the  same  manner  as  ordi- 
nary bail 

Although  the  supermdeas  might  have  been  a  protection  to  the  sheriff  as 
long  as  it  remained  in  force,  yet,  when  the  court,  at  general  term* 
reversed  the  order  allowing  the  supersedeas,  the  liability  of  the  sheriff 
as  bail  revived. 

At  Circuity  January ^  1882. 

Jacob  From/me  and  S.  JoneSy  for  plaintiff. 

Robert  S.  Oreen^  for  defendant. 

Lawbencb,  J.  —  The  schednles  which  both  parties  asenmed 
on  the  trial  to  be  annexed  to  the  complaint  are  not  annexed 
to  the  copy  of  the  complaint  furnished  to  the  court,  but,  as 
all  agree  as  to  the  contents  of  those  schedules,  I  can  dispose 
of  the  case  without  them.  The  defendant  having  been 
allowed  to  go  at  large  after  giving  an  undertaking,  the  slieriS 
became  liable  as  bail  until  the  sureties  in  the  undertaking  justi- 
fied and  were  approved  of  by  the  court  (6W«,  %ec,  587 ;  BenseU 
agt.  Lynchy  44  N.  71,  162;  Brady  agt.  Brundagcy  69  N.  T.y 
310 ;  Von  OerKwrdt  agt  LighUy  13  Ahb.y  101).  At  the  time 
the  mipersedeaa  was  granted  —  as  the  defendant  was  still  at 
large  and  as  the  sureties  had  not  justified  —  the  sheriff  was 
still  liable  as  bail,  and  could  only  be  exonerated  from  that  lia- 
bility in    the    same  manner  as  ordinary  bail  {Brady  agt. 
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Brwndage^  59  N.  P.,  810).  Granting,  then,  that  the  super- 
sedeas might  have  been  a  protection  to  the  sheriff  as  long  as 
it  remained  in  force,  when  the  coart,  at  general  term,  reversed 
the  order  allowing  the  aupersedeaSj  the  liability  of  the  sheriff 
as  bail  revived.  The  case  of  Von  Oerhardt  agt.  Ligkte  (13 
Ahb.^  101)  is  directly  in  point  There  the  general  term  of 
the  common  pleas  held  (judge  !Brady  writing  the  opinion) 
that  bail  are  not  exonerated  absolutely  by  the  judgment  in 
favor  of  their  principal,  but  that  if  the  judgment  is  set  aside 
and  the  plaintiff  is  allowed  to  proceed  in  the  action,  their 
liability  revives. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  case  of  Pfander  agt.  Bowe  {MSS. 
opinion,  general  term),  as  I  understand  it,  which  conflicts 
with  these  views.  In  that  case  it  did  not  appear  that  the 
sheriff's  liability  as  bail  had  become  fixed  before  the  court 
ordered  the  discharge  of  the  prisoner,  and  it  was  held  that 
the  sheriff  was  not  liable  in  an  action  for  damages  for  having 
allowed  the  prisoner  to  go  at  large  in  obedience  to  the  order 
of  the  court  But  in  this  case  we  should  not  lose  sight  of  the 
fact  that  the  sheriff,  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the  super- 
MedeaSj  and  ever  since  he  served  the  order  of  arrest,  had  been 
liable  to  the  plaintiff  as  ordinary  bail  for  the  appearance  of 
the  defendant. 

Now  that  the  eiiperaedeas  has  been  set  aside,  I  do  not  see 
how  he  can  justly  complain  if  the  court  does  as  it  would  do  in 
the  case  of  all  other  ordinary  bail — i. «.,  simply  relates  him 
to  the  position  in  which  he  stood  before  the  supereedeas  was 
issued. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment 


852  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Matter  of  Wacher. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

.  In  Matter  of  John  Wacher. 

CHmiruU  law — Purtif  convicted  btfare  justiee  of  ike  peace  in  Albany  eounJty 
"as  a  dMorderly  person  "  may  be  sejUenced  (o  Albany  penitentiary — Code 
of  Onminal  Procedure,  section  d08  —  Provisions  as  to  punishment  of  disor- 
derly persons  in  Albany  county  —  Latos  of  1844,  chapter  152;  Laws  1847, 
thapter  183,  nat  repealed  by  this  section. 

A  special  local  statute  is  not  repealed  by  a  general  statute,  unless  the 
intent  to  repeal  is  manifest,  although  the  terms  of  the  general  act  would, 
but  for  the  special  law,  include  the  cases  provided  for  by  the  latter. 

Chapter  153  of  the  Laws  of  1844,  which  establishes  the  Albany  peniten- 
tiary, and  chapter  183  of  the  Laws  of  1847,  amendatory  thereto,  and 
which  require  a  person  convicted  before  one  of  the  justices  of  the  peace 
in  and  for  the  city  and  county  of  Albany  of  being  a  disorderly  person 
and  sentenced  to  hard  labor,  to  be  sent  to  such  penitentiary,  are  still 
in  force  and  unrepealed  by  the  Code  of  Criminal  Procedure. 

Therefore,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  9u8  of  the  Code  of 
Criminal  Procedure,  a  person  convicted  before  and  by  one  of  the  police 
justices  of  the  city  of  Albany  of  being  a  disorderly  person,  may  be 
sentenced  to  imprisonment  in  the  Albany  penitentiary  at  hard  labor, 
instead  of  being  committed  to  the  Albany  county  jail. 

Ulster^  Special  Term^  October^  1881. 

Applioation  by  habeas  corpus  to  discharge  Wacher  from 
imprisonment  in  the  Albany  penitentiary. 

M.  D.  Conway^  for  prisoner. 

2?.  Cody  Herricky  district-attorney,  for  the  people. 

Westbeook,  J. —  John  Wacher  was  on  the  16th  day  of 
September,  1881,  dnly  convicted  before  and  by  William  K. 
Clnte,  one  of  the  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  city 
and  county  of  Albany,  and  police  justice  of  the  city  of 
Albany,  of  being  a  disorderly  person,  and  was,  upon  such 
conyiction,  sentenced  to  imprisonment  in  the  Albany  peniten- 
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tiary  at  hard  labor  for  the  term  of  six  months,  or  until  he 
Bhould  give  the  bond  required  by  the  justice,  and  which  is  in 
the  commitment  distinctly  specified.  ' 

The  only  point  urged  in  favor  of  the  prisoner's  discharge 
is,  that  he  should  have  been  committed  to  the  Albany  county 
jail,  and  not  to  its  penitentiary,  and  it  is  founded  upon  sec- 
tion 903  of  the  Code  of  Criminal  Procedure,  which  reads: 
^^The  magistrate  must  immediately  cause  the  certificate, 
which  constitutes  the  record  of  conviction,  to  be  filed  in  the 
office  of  the  clerk  of  the  county,  and  must,  by  a  warrant 
signed  by  him,  with  his  name  of  office,  commit  the  defendant 
to  the  county  jail,  or  in  the  city  of  New  York,  to  the  city 
prison  or  penitentiary  of  that  city,  for  not  exceeding  six 
months  at  hard  labor,  or  until  he  give  the  security  provided 
in  section  901." 

The  district  attorney,  on  the  other  hand,  contends  that 
chapter  152  of  the  Laws  of  1844,  which  establishes  the 
Albany  penitentiary,  and  chapter  188  of  the  Laws  of  1847, 
amendatory  thereto,  and  which  require  a  person  convicted  of 
the  offense  the  petitioner  is,  and  sentenced  to  hard  labor,  to 
be  sent  to  such  penitentiary,  are  still  in  force,  and  unrepealed 
by  the  Code. 

The  sole  question  then  is,  has  the  Code,  by  the  section 
given,  repealed  the  special  laws  in  regard  to  the  Albany  peni- 
tentiary in  this  particular  t 

Title  7  of  the  Code  of  Criminal  Procedure,  entitled  "  Of 
proceedings  respecting  disorderly  persons,"  of  which  sec- 
tion 903  forms  a  part,  is  a  substantial  re-enactment  of  title 
5  of  chapter  20  of  the  first  part  of  the  Sevised  Statutes 
{JEds.  atat.,  691),  entitled,  "Of  disorderly  persons."  The 
old  statutes,  as  the  Code  now  does,  required  the  sentence 
to  be  to  the  county  jail,  and  the  effect  of  the  local  acts  in 
regard  to  the  penitentiary  was  to  make  that,  instead  of  the 
jail,  the  place  of  confinement  for  that  class  of  offenders  in 
the  city  and  county  of  Albany.  The  statutes  were  in  no 
wise  in  conflict,  the  manner  of  punishment  was  not  changed^ 
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bnt  thenceforth,  after  the  paseage  of  the  local  Albany  acts, 
the  disorderly  person  ad  jndged  to  imprisonment  at  hard  labor 
within  the  city  and  county  of  Albany  was  to  be  confined  in  a 
prison  called  a  ^^penitentiary"  instead  of  a  prison  called  a 
^^jail."  Were  the  special  and  local  acts  repealed  by  the 
re-enactment  of  certain  parts  of  the  Revised  Statutes  in  the 
Code  of  Ciiminal  Procedure  ? 

It  is  a  general  rule  of  law  that  a  special  local  statute  is  not 
repealed  by  a  general  statute,  unless  the  intent  to  repeal  is 
manifest,  although  the  terms  of  the  general  act  would,  but 
for  the  special  law,  include  the  cases  provided  for  by  the 
latter  {Matter  CkmltB  of  Cmtral  Park^  60  N.  F.,  498 ;  People 
agt.  Quigg,  69  N.  F.,  83 ;  69  N.  Z.,  209).  I  am  unable  to  find 
in  the  re-enactment  of  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
in  regard  to  disorderly  persons  any  dear  and  manifest  intent 
to  repeal  the  locid  statutes,  which  had  so  long  harmoniously 
existed  with  the  old  general  laws,  of  which  the  new  is  ahnost 
a  transcript.  I  can  only  see  in  such  re-enactment  a  desire  to 
adopt  and  retain  as  a  part  of  the  general  criminal  Code  of 
Procedure  of  the  state  a  certain  wise  old  mode  of  procedure 
as  to  certain  offenders  and  offenses,  without  changing  or 
repealing  certain  local  statutes  as  to  the  place  of  confinement. 
It  is  true  that  the  Code  as  it  reads  would,  were  it  not  for  the 
special  statutes,  require  the  petitioner's  imprisonment  in  the 
Albany  county  jaQ,  and  not  in  its  penitentiary,  but  this  is 
not  enough  {see  cases  hrfore  citedy  and  especially  jvdge 
Allen's  opinion  in  60  N.  Y.j  497) ;  but  the  intention  of 
the  legislature  to  repeal  or  alter  the  particular  law  must  also 
be  manifest.  As  this  intent  is  not  manifest  the  result  of  my 
examination  is,  that  the  petitioner  must  be  remanded  to  the 
keeping  of  the  warden  of  the  penitentiary. 
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N.  T.  MAEINE  COURT. 
AsrsTE  Hebzig,  appellant,  agt  Louis  Metzoeb,  respondent. 

J^mo  tricU-^  Order  granting,  may  he  renewed  by  the  eaime  judge  arid  woated 
and  new  trtaldenied-^  Code  of  CwU Proeedu/re,  section  999. 

The  entry  of  a  final  order  granting  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the  minutes 
does  not  prevent  the  Judge  upon  the  same  papers  from  listening  to  a 
rehearing  on  application  of  the  defeated  party,  and  making  an  order 
vacating  the  former  final  order,  and  deciding  the  motion  the  other  way 
by  denying  it. 

General  Term,  Ncyoefmber,  1881. 

The  plainti£b  made  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  upon  the 
minutes,  on  the  grounds  preseribed  by  section  999  of  Code. 
Judge  GoEVP  decided  to  grant  it  with  a  stay  pending  appeal. 

Final  order  granting  the  motion  was  entered  of  June 
fourth.  On  order  to  show  cause  of  June  seventh,  procured 
by  defendant,  upon  same  papers,  the  judge  entered  an  ordei^, 
June  fourteenth,  that  the  order  of  June  fourth  be  in  all 
respects  vacated  and  the  new  trial  denied,  with  ten  dollars 
costs. 

Appeal  was  taken  from  order  of  June  fourteenth  by  plaiu- 
tifb  alleging  in  their  notice  of  appeal  want  of  power  in  the 
judge  to  mi^e  it. 

Ko  appeal  was  taken  from  the  one  of  June  fourth.  This 
would  have  involved  expense  of  making  and  serving  a  case, 
as  well  as  printing  it.  On  hearing  this  appeal  the  general 
term  took  the  judgment-roll  and  stenographer's  minutes  as 
produced  from  the  files. 

Chaaies  H.  Smith,  for  appellants.  ^^A  review  of  a  judg- 
ment at  special  term  cannot  be  had  at  another  special  term. 
Only  remedy  is  by  appeal "  {People  agt.  Chv/rck,  2  Lane,,  466 ; 
IM)y  agt.  Roee/nkrwM,  55  B(urb.,  215). 
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Jacobs  Btob.^  for  respondent,  argaed  the  order  appealed 
from  is  one  resting  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  making  it, 
and  not  reviewable  {Hall  agt.  Emmons^  8  Abb,  [N,  8.\  454 ; 
White  agt.  Munro^  38  Barb..,  664 ;  Belmont  agt.  Mie  R.  I2,j 
52  Barb.y  642 ;  BoUes  agt.  Ihiffy  56  Barh.y  567).  Technical 
questions  of  practice  ought  to  be  disregarded  {McCaun  agt. 

JV.  Y.  C.  R.  R.,  50  N.  r:,  176). 

# 

Bhba,  Ch,  J.  —  The  order  appealed  from  is  one  which  rests 
in  the  judicial  discretion  of  the  judge  who  made  it ;  and  we 
cannot  declare,  after  a  consideration  of  the  record,  that  his 
discretion  was  not  very  properly  .exercised  in  the  case  pre- 
sented to  him.  It  was  clearly  within  his  power  to  reconsider 
his  previous  decision  on  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  as 
announced  inadvertently. 

The  order  appealed  from  is  affirmed,  with  costs  to 
respondent. 

Nbhbbas,  J.,  concurs. 

.  NoTB.' There  is  no  appeal  to  the  court  of  commoii  pleas  from  this 
decision  allowed  by  the  Code.—  [Ed. 


K  T.  SUPEKIOR  COURT. 

Gbobgs  Bell,  in  his  own  behalf,  &c.,  appellant,  agt  Joseph 
A.  DoNOHOB  and  another,  impleaded,  &c.,  respondents. 

8tay  €f  proceedings — wTien  action  is  broug/U  in  another  state,  a/nd  another 
action  for  the  same  relief  is  brought  in  Ms,  party  eompeOed  to  elect  wlUeh 
he  toiU  prosecute  and  stiptdate  to  stay  proceedings  in  the  other. 

Where  plaintiff  brought  an  action  against  defendant  D.,  in  another  state, 
and  then  brought  this  action  against  him  with  others  for  the  same  relief, 
he  should  be  compelled  to  elect  which  he  will  first  prosecute,  and  to 
stipulate  to  stay  proceedings  in  the  other. 

General  Temiy  jyovembery  1881. 
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Appbal  by  plaintijS  from  order  directing  a  stay  of  proceed- 
ings in  this  action  nntil  tiie  determination  of  an  action  in  the 
United  States  drcuit  court  for  the  district  of  California. 

SooU  Zordy  for  appellant. 

W.  W.  Whitehead  and  M.  W.  Devme^  for  respondents. 

Sedowiok,  Ch.  J.  —  The  plaintiff  began  an  action  in  the 
United  States  circuit  court  for  the  district  of  California.  The 
ultimate  relief  asked  in  that  was  the  same  as  in  this  action. 
The  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  involved  a  setting  aside  of  a 
settlement  and  agreement  between  one  of  the  present  defend- 
ants and  a  corporation.  In  the  California  action  that  corpora- 
was  not  made  a  party.  In  the  present  action  that  corporation 
has  been  made  a  party  defendant,  and  also  one  of  the  appel- 
lants who  was  not  joined  in  the  California  action.  In  the 
CaUfomia  action  the  bill  was  demurred  liP,  but  no  decision 
has  been  rendered.  *  After  argument  of  the  demurrer  in  this 
case  an  answer  has  been  served. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  it  would  be  inequitable  and  vexatious 
to  at  least  the  appellant  Donohoe  to  allow  the  present  action  to 
proceed  while  the  plaintiff  was  pursuing  him  for  the  same 
cause  in  CaUfomia  (1  DaniePa  Ch.  P.,  635,  citing  Dwrcmd  agt. 
Hutohimsan^  La.  Eed..^  248).  The  difference  of  parties  does 
not  affect  the  case  as  to  him,  except  that  it  may  be  supposed 
that  the  action  in  California  could  not  be  successful  without 
the  corporation  that  has  been  made  defendant  here.  I  do  not 
think,  in  view  of  the  circumstances  that  called  for  the  attempt 
to  set  aside  the  settlement  referred  to,  that  the  plaintiff  should, 
at  all  events,  be  stayed  here,  and  forced  to  proceed  with  the 
California  action.  The  more  equitable  course  would  be  to 
compel  him  to  elect  which  he  will  first  prosecute  to  an  end 
or  until  it  is  discontinued,  and  to  stipulate  to  stay  proceedings 
in  the  other  (1  DanieCs  Ch.  P.,  815). 

The  defendants  should  not  have  had  costs  of  motion.  The 
order  below  will  be  modified  by  striking  out  the  costs  of 
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motion,  and  by  making  the  stay  in  this  case  continue  nntil 
the  plaintiff  shall  elect,  in  writing,  which  action  he  will  prose- 
cute, at  the  same  time  stipulating  to  stay  the  proceedings  in 
the  other  action  during  the  pendency  of  the  former  action. 
The  order  is  not  in  any  event  to  stay  the  entering  of  the 
proper  order  in  the  action  in  California  when  a  decision  as  to 
the  demurrer  shall  be  made.  Keither  party  to  have  costs  of 
appeal. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
In  the  Matter  of  Joseph  Hussok,  an  Attorney. 

AUomey — rigJU  qf  proceeding  mjanmMiby  againet — Praetiee  ae  to  euek 

proeeedinge. 

In  order  to  give  the  right  of  proceeding  summarily  against  an  attorney, 
it  is  essential  that  he  was  intrusted  in  the  transaction  by  reason  of  his 
professional  character,  and  that  he  was  acting  as  an  attorney  in  respect 
to  the  particular  matter  which  is  the  ground  for  the  application. 

Where  an  attorney  is  engaged  in  a  personal  transaction  with  his  client, 
unconnected  with  his  professional  character,  the  fact  that  he  was  at 
such  time  employed  as  the  attorney  for  the  petitioner  in  other  matters, 
wiU  not  authorize  the  application. 

Firat  Department^  OeneraL  Temij  Deoembery  1881. 

Before  Dayis,  P.  J,^  Daniels  <md  Brady,  JJ. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  made  at  special  term, 
directing  the  respondent,  Joseph  Husson,  as  an  attorney  of 
the  conrt,  to  restore  to  the  petitioner,  Catharine  Raymond, 
a  certain  mortgage  unimpaired  which  had  been  satisfied  by 
the  petitioner  at  the  request  of  Hnsson,  or  pay  the  sum  of 
$3,280,  being  the  amount  of  said  mortgage  with  the  interest 
thereon,  and  the  further  sums  of  $250,  as  counsel  fee,  and 
$112  referee's  fees,  and  in  default  thereof  the  respondent  be 
punished  as  for  a  contempt,  and  that  an  attaclmient  issue 
directing  the  sherifE  to  imprison  said  respondent. 
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In  appears  that  in  the  fall  of  1873  the  petitioner,  Catharine 
Kaymond,  had  a  large  amount  of  money  which  she  wanted 
to  invest,  and  knowing  Hnsson  as  a  lawyer,  applied  to  him 
as  such  to  invest  the  same  for  her;  and  finally  the  sum  of 
$9,000  was  loaned  to  said  Hnsson  in  January,  1874,  secured 
by  bonds  and  mortgages  of  $8,000  each  upon  property  owned 
by  said  Husson,  and  consisting  of  three  houses  and  lots  in 
Brooklyn.  In  the  month  of  March,  1878,  Husson  obtained 
from  iJie  petitioner  a  satisfaction  of  one  of  said  mortgages, 
stating  that  he  had  an  opportunity  to  dispose  of  one  of  said 
houses,  and  would  give  her  a  new  mortgage  equally  as  good 
as  the  other ;  and  the  neglect  to  give  this  new  mortgage  was 
the  cause  for  the  present  application.  It  was  conceded  by  the 
respondent  that  he  had  acted  as  the  attorney  for  petitioner  in 
other  actions  and  proceedings. 

Bespondent  refused  to  introduce  any  evidence  in  his  behalf 
in  this  proceeding,  on  the  ground  that  the  court  had  no  juris- 
diction upon  a  summary  application  against  him  as  an  attorney 
of  the  court. 

Ahram  KTmg^  for  appellant. 

Theron  T.  Strong^  for  respondent 

Daniels,  J. — The  appellant  was  engaged  in  the  practice  of 
his  profession  as  an  attorney,  and  was  employed  by  the  peti- 
tioner to  perform  services  for  her  in  that  capacity.  She  had 
in  possession  the  sum  of  $9,000,  which  she  desired  to  have 
invested,  and  under  her  authority  Husson  was  consulted  by 
httr  husband  upon  the  subject  of  finding  an  opportunity  for 
such  investment.  About  a  week  after  such  consultation  took 
place,  Husson  suggested  to  Mr.  Raymond  that  he  would  like 
to  borrow  some  money  himself,  for  which  he  would  give  bonds 
and  mortgages.  This  suggestion  resulted  in  an  arrangement 
with  Mrs.  Baymond  by  which  Husson  was  to  have  the  $9,000, 
and  it  was  delivered  to  him  upon  the  understanding  that 
proper  securities  should  be  executed  and  delivered  for  the 
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repajment  of  the  amount.  After  tliat  time  ench  Becurities 
were  executed  and  delivered  bj  him.  While  they  were  held 
for  or  on  behalf  of  the  petitioner,  they  were,  at  the  request  of 
HuBson,  surrendered  to  him  for  the  purpose  of  being  replaced 
by  other  secarities  of  a  similar  nature.  Such  securities  were 
also  afterwards  made  and  delivered,  but  by  their  terms  an 
unauthorized  extension  of  time  for  the  payment  of  the  debt 
for  the  period  of  about  eighteen  months.  After  the  securities 
had  been  delivered,  and  while  they  were  held  by  Mrs.  Ray- 
mond, the  petitioner,  Husson  appUed  to  her  for  one  of  the 
mortgages,  together  with  a  satisfaction  of  it.  This  application 
was  made  upon  the  representation  that  he  desired  to  sell  one 
of  the  houses  and  lots,  and  could  not  otherwise  make  a  clear 
title  to  it ;  that  he  had  plenty  of  other  property  and  could 
replace  this  mortgage  by  another  just  as  good.  She  delivered 
the  mortgage  to  him,  with  the  satisfaction  of  the  same,  which 
was  afterwards  entered  of  record.  No  other  security  was  at 
any  time  substituted  in  place  of  the  surrendered  mortgage, 
and  it  was  because  of  the  neglect  or  refusal  of  the  attorney  to 
deliver  such  a  security,  in  fulfillment  of  the  terms  of  his  obli- 
gation, that  the  fine  in  question  was  imposed  upon  him  by 
the  court. 

In  support  of  the  appeal  taken  it  has  been  urged  that  the 
attorney  was  not  subject  to  a  summary  application  of  this 
nature  for  the  redress  of  the  wrong  perpetrated  by  him. 
Under  the  evidence  which  was  given,  his  conduct  seems  to 
have  been  fraudulent  in  its  character,  and  by  means  of  it  he 
succeeded  in  depriving  the  petitioner  of  a  mortgage  held  by 
her  for  the  sum  of  $3,000,  besides  interest.  But  the  practice 
of  the  courts  has  not  extended  so  far  as  to  justify  a  proceeding 
of  this  nature  against  an  attorney  simply  because  he  has  been 
guilty  of  fraudulent  misconduct  in  his  dealings  with  other 
persons.  It  extends,  on  the  contrary,  no  further  than  to 
restrain  and  punish  the  attorney  for  his  misconduct  in  exercis- 
ing the  functions  of  his  office,  or  when  it  is  connected 
with  some  professional  employment.    Whenever  he  may  be 
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employed  profeasionaUy,  or  moneys  in  that  capacity  may  pass 
into  hifi  pofiseesion,  and  he  conducts  himself  dishonestly  or 
nnprofessionally,  he  may  be  punished  by  means  of  this  sum- 
mary proceeding ;  and  it  would  very  properly  be  denominated 
a  special  proceeding,  as  that  phrase  has  been  made  use  of  in 
section  14  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  But  where  he 
may  have  engaged  in  transactions  having  no  relation  to  the 
practice  of  his  profession  or  the  exercise  of  his  official  f unc^ 
tions  as  an  attorney,  there  his  conduct  cannot  be  redressed  by 
a  proceeding  of  this  nature.  In  instances  of  that  character 
he  acts  simply  as  an  individual,  and  without  reference  to  the 
fact  that  he  may  be  a  member  of  the  legal  profession.  Con- 
fidence may,  it  is  true,  be  reposed  in  him  by  reason  of  profes- 
sional relations  existing  between  himself  and  the  person 
dealing  with  him,  and  in  that  manner  the  transactions  them- 
selves forming  the  subject  of  complaint  may  be  induced.  But 
because  that  may  be  the  case  it  does  not  follow  that  jurisdic- 
tion of  this  nature  can  be  exercised  over  the  defaulting 
party.  The  rule,  on  the  contrary,  is  that  for  wrongs  arising 
out  of  such  transactions  the  means  of  redress  are  the  same  as 
those  ordinarily  applied  in  the  course  of  legal  proceedings, 
and  they  are  by  actions,  as  distinguished  from  proceedings  of 
the  nature  of  those  taken  against  the  appellant.  The  trans- 
action between  the  parties,  as  it  has  been  presented,  consisted 
simply  of  a  loan  of  $9,000  by  the  applicant  to  Husson,  the 
repayment  of  which  he  secured  by  bonds  and  mortgages. 
After  the  applicant  was  fraudently  induced  by  him  to  surren- 
der and  satisfy  one  of  the  mortgages,  upon  his  promise  to 
replace  it  by  another  of  equivalent  security.  That  he  failed 
to  do,  and  by  that  failure  became  liable  to  her  for  the  lose  or 
injury  which  she  has  sustained. 

It  is  clear  that  in  all  that  was  done  he  was  acting  solely  for 
himself,  and  not  as  an  attorney.  It  was  a  transaction  through- 
out with  him  as  an  individual,  having  no  relation  whatever  to 
his  professional  character,  and  for  that  reason  his  misconduct 
in  it  could  not  be  punished  by  means  of  a  proceeding  adopted 
Vol.  LXII  46 
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and  maintaiiied  solely  for  the  purpose  of  controlling  the  con- 
duct of  attorneys  in  their  relations  with  their  dients.  The 
rule  upon  this  subject  is,  that  where  an  attorney  is  employed 
in  a  matter  wholly  unconnected  with  his  professional  character, 
the  court  will  not  interfere  in  a  summary  way  to  compel  him 
to  execute  the  trust  reposed  in  him,  but  when  the  employ- 
ment is  connected  with  his  professional  character,  as  to  afford 
a  presumption  that  it  formed  the  ground  of  his  employment, 
there  the  court  will  exercise  this  jurisdiction  over  him. 
Accordingly  where  he  is  employed  to  prepare  deeds  or  con- 
veyances,  or  to  perform  any  other  act  belonging  or  appertain- 
ing to  the  profession  of  law,  and  his  obligations  to  perform 
it  faithfully  arises  out  of  the  duty  imposed  upon  him  in  that 
character,  and  he  receives  money  or  property  in  that  capacity, 
he  may  be  summarily  compelled  to  observe  all  thes>bligation8 
of  good  faith  and  fidelity  in  such  dealings,  and  that  practi- 
cally is  the  extent  of  the  control  which  the  court  can  exercise 
over  the  conduct  of  an  attorney  upon  such  application  (Cocks 
agt.  Hannon^  6  East^  404 ;  MaM&r  qf  Lowe^  8  Easty  237 ; 
Matter  of  Lord^  2  Soott^  131 ;  Anonymovs^  19  La/w  Journal^ 
[.£aJcA.],  219 ;  MaU&r  of  Cutts,  16  La/w  Times  [N.  S.],  715 ; 
Oorham  agt.  Bishop^  1  Salk,^  87;  Matter  of  HiOem^  4 
Bam.  dk  Ald,y  47 ;  Matter  qf  OordrosSj  5  Mess,  dk  W.,  545 ; 
Matter  of  JBaskinSy  18  Iltm^  42 ;  Matter  qf  Chittey,  4  Bi'Uy 
46;  Matter  qf  Dakin,  4  HiU,  42). 

The  case  of  Chester  (17  How,^  260)  is  not  in  conflict  with  the 
rule  which  has  been  stated,  for  it  there  appeared  that  the 
attorney  received  the  money  which  he  failed  to  invest  in  his 
professional  capacity  as  such. 

While  it  is  true  that  Husson  did  act  in  other  matters  as  the 
attorney  of  the  petitioner,  it  is  equally  so  that  this  transaction 
was  not  of  that  character.  The  remedy  of  the  applicant  for 
the  wrong  to  which  she  has  been  subjected  was  that  of  an 
ordinary  action,  and  not  of  a  proceeding  of  this  nature.  The 
order  consequently  must  be  reversed  and  the  application 
denied,  but  without  costs  to  the  appellant. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
John  Lansing  agt.  And&sw  J.  Enbign. 

AttorMi/'i  Uen^Anmoer^  What  may  be  set  up  in —  Oodd  cf  OmL  Pro- 

eeduTt,  McUon  66. 

In  an  action  by  attorney  for  professional  services,  the  answer  set  up 
settlement  and  payment,  also  waiver  of  lien  of  the  attorney  for  costs. 
On  a  motion  to  strike  out  on  the  ground  of  immateriality  and  redund- 
ancy and  for  Judgment: 

Msld,  that  these  matters  are  neither  immaterial  or  redundant 

Matters  accruing  after  suit  commenced  and  before  answer  is  put  in,  may 
be  set  up  in  the  answer. 

The  attorney,  under  section  66  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  has  an 
absolute  lien  for  his  compensation. 

Onond(iga  Special  T&rm^  November^  1881. 

AanoN  to  recover  for  professional  services.  The  answer 
sets  np  two  defenses,  settlement  and  an  agreement  by  plain- 
tiff's attorneys  to  charge  defendant  no  costs  if  a  certain 
amount  was  paid.  The  answer  was  defective  and  a  motion 
was  made  at  special  term,  held  at  Syracase,  to  strike  out  por- 
tions of  the  answer  on  the  ground  that  they  were  not  sepa- 
rately stated  and  numbered,  and  also  on  the  ground  of 
immateriality  and  redundancy,  and  for  judgment  on  the 
pleadings. 

The  affidavits  were  entirely  contradictory. 

An9(m  B.  Moorey  for  motion. 

-Zr.  WhMnffy  opposed. 

S.  M.  Haighy  plaintifPs  attorney. 

Mebwin,  J. —  Motion  by  plaintifE  to  strike  out  paragraphs 
two  and  three  of  the  answer  on  the  ground  that  they  are  not 
separately  stated  and  numbered,  and  also  on  the  ground  that 
they  are  immaterial  and  redundant,  and  also  for  judgment. 


864  NEW  YORK  PRA.CTICB  REPORT& 


Ruppertagt  Hang. 


I  think  the  paragraphs  referred  to  are  separately  stated  and 
numbered  sufficient  to  answer  requirements  of  the  Code. 

There  are  several  cases  holding  that  matters  accruing  after 
suit  commenced  and  before  answer  is  put  in,  may  be  set  up 
in  the  answer.  Paragraph  two  sets  up  settlement  and  pay- 
ment. Paragraph  three  sets  up  waiver  of  hen  of  the  attor- 
neys for  costs,  which  was  necessary  to  be  done  in  order  to 
accomplish  a  full  settlement.  The  attorney,  undei-  section  66 
of  the  Code,  has  an  absolute  lien.  These*  matters  are  neither 
immaterial  or  redundant.  If  the  motion  for  judgment  was 
based  on  the  denial  in  the  answer  I  should  be  inclined  to 
grant  it,  but  with  the  rest  of  the  answer  in,  it  cannot  be 
granted. 

Motion  denied,  with  costs  of  motion  to  defendant  to  abide 
the  event. 


COUET  OF  APPEALS. 
Jacob  Buppebt  agt.  Chbistian  F.  Hauo. 

AUofikmNkt —  Whal  the  c^ffldamt  tmut  itcUe — Haw  and  to  tohom  moUoM  to 
vaoate  mtut  be  made —  Oode  qf  OinU  Procedure,  eecUons  636-688. 

A  statement  in  an  afBdavit  upon  an  application  for  an  attachment  that 
"  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  stated,  and  that 
he  is  justly  entitled  to  recover  said  sum/'  does  not  satisfy  the  require- 
ment of  section  686  of  the  Code,  that  the  affidavit  must  show  that  the 
debt  due  was  over  and  above  "  all  counter-claims." 

Where  an  application  to  vacate  an  attachment  is  made  to  the  court,  upon 
notice,  the  presiding  Judge  need  not  be  the  one  who  granted  the 
attachment. 

Decided  December  1881. 

In  this  case  a  motion  was  made  to  vacate  an  attachment 
against  the  property  of  defendant.  The  application  was  by  a 
subsequent  attaching  creditor,  on  the  ground  that  the  affidavit 
did  not  show  that  the  debt  due  was  over  and  above  "all 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  866 

Rappeit  agt.  Hang. 

counteiHilaimB."  The  plaintiff  objected  to  the  motion  being 
heard  before  any  other  jndge  than  he  who  granted  the  attach- 
ment. This  objection  was  overruled  by  jndge  Lawbbnob, 
who  also  vacated  the  attachment  becanse  of  the  defect  men- 
tioned. The  general  term  affirmed  the  decision,  and  the 
court  of  appeals  sustained  the  tribunal  below  and  rendered  the 
following  opinion : 

JUr.  JFitoh,  for  appellant. 

Bhemenateil  <&  Hiraoh^  for  respondent. 

Danfobth,  J.  —  The  case  furnished  the  court  contains  no 
index  {Rvle  5),  nor  do  the  papers  composing  it  purport  to  be 
certified  or  to  be  copies  of  the  return.  The  rules  (1,  5  wild  8) 
as  to  these  matters  should  have  been  complied  with.  Assum- 
ing, how:ever,  that  they  are  copies  of  those  used  below,  we 
find  no  error  in  the  order  appealed  from.  It  sufficiently 
appears  that  the  action  is  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for 
breach  of  contract,  and  the  plaintiff's  right  to  an  attachment 
is  to  be  determined  by  the  provisions  of  section  636  of  the 
Code.  By  those  he  must  show  by  affidavit  that  he  "  is  entitled 
to  recover  a  sum  stated  therein  over  and  above  all  counter- 
claims known  to  him."  It  is  enough  if  the  affidavit  shows 
this  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  judge  who  receives  the  applica- 
tion for  the  warrant,  but  there  must  be  some  evidence  {ISteu- 
hen  Co.  Bamk  agt.  ATbergerj  78  If.  T.j  252).  The  very  words 
of  the  statute  need  not  be  followed,  although  they  furnish  the 
nearest  formula.  Neither  they  nor  equivalent  words  were  in 
the  affidavit.  It  may  be  true,  as  the  affidavit  states,  that  "  the 
defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  "  sum  stated,  and 
that  he  is  "  justly  entitled  to  recover  said  sum ; "  but  it  does 
not  follow  that  the  defendant  has  not,  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
plaintiff,  a  counter-claim.  If  he-  has,  it  need  not  be  set  up, 
and  although  judgment  should  go  against  the  defendant  in 
this  action,  it  would  be  no  answer  to  a  subsequent  action  by 
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him  for  its  recovery  {Brown  agt.  OaUcmdetj  80  iT.  71,  417). 
The  words  need  have  no  tendency  to  show  that  a  connter- 
claim  does  not  exist.  The  affidavit,  therefore,  was  insufficient 
to  give  the  judge  jurisdiction  to  grant  the  warrant  {Donnell 
agt.  WmiamSf  21  Htm,  216).  But,  it  is  now  objected  by  the 
appellant  that  the  court  in  vacating  the  attachment  acted 
without  jurisdiction :  First,  because  the  presiding  judge  was 
not  the  one  who  granted  the  attachment.  This  objection  rests 
on  section  683  of  the  Code,  but  it  will  not  sustain  it  Its  pro- 
visions distinguish  between  a  court  and  a  judge ;  provides  that 
the  application  to  vacate  must  be  made  to  the  court,  in  which 
case  the  moving  party  becomes  subject  to  the  usual  practice 
as  to  notice  and  time  and  place  of  hearing,  or  to  a  judge,  and 
in  that  event  to  the  judge  who  granted  the  attachment, 
whether  he  is  in  court  or  out  of  court,  and  subject  to  his  direc- 
tion whether  the  application  shall  be  heard  ex  paHe  or  upon 
notice.  The  motion  to  vacate  the  attachment  was  in  fact 
made  to  the  court  at  special  term,  and  was  properly  entertained 
by  it  Second,  the  affidavit  of  the  party  moving  to  vacate  was 
sufficient.  It  shows  that  the  warrant  issued  September  3, 
1880,  to  the  sheriff  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York,  and 
the  property  of  the  defendant  attached ;  the  issuing  of  execu- 
tions of  September  8,  1880,  for  the  enforcement  of  judgments 
against  the  same  debtor,  to  the  same  sheriff,  and  the  levy  by 
him  on  those  executions  upon  "  the  property  "  of  the  defend- 
ant. From  these  averments  no  other  inference  can  be  drawn 
than  that  the  attachment  and  executions  were  levied  upon  the 
same  property,  and  that  the  lien  by  execution  was  acquired 
after  Uie  property  was  attached.  The  affidavit,  however;  goes 
further  and  declares  that  ^^  the  lien  of  the  executions  is  subs^ 
quent  to  that  of  the  attachment"  In  all  respects  the  affidavit 
of  the  moving  party  was  sufficient  to  give  him  a  standing  in 
court,  and  as  the  affidavit  on  which  the  attachment  issued  was 
insufficient  to  confer  jurisdiction,  it  was  properly  vacated  and 
the  order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 
All  concur,  except  Bapallo,  J.,  absent 
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SUPKEME  COUET. 
Samubl  Babon,  reBpondent,  agt.  Jacob  Cohen,  impleaded,  && 

OounmL  empUfffed  by  attorney  to  wrgus  demurrer '^90op6  cfhie  a/uihofity. 

Where  a  counsel,  employed  by  the  attorney  of  defendant  to  argue  a 
demurrer  to  the  complaint,  omitted  to  appear  when  the  case  was  called, 
such  employment  did  not  authorize  him  to  make  a  verbal  stipulation, 
for  the  puTi)06e  of  procuring  assent  to  the  opening  of  his  default,  that 
the  decision  xrpon  the  demurrer  should  be  final  in  the  case;  and  even 
were  the  stipulation  within  the  terms  of  the  counsers  authority,  the 
defendant  should  be  aUowed  on  terms,  upon  a  proper  case  shown,  to 
serve  his  answer. 

First  DepartTnent^  Oenerdl  Term^  October^  1881. 

Before  Davis,  P.  t/.,  Bbady  and  Daniels,  J  J. 

Appeal  from  so  much  of  an  order  as  refused  the  defend- 
ant leave  to  answer  npon  a  decision  overruling  his  demurrer 
to  the  complaint 

Benno  Leovry^  for  appellant. 

Rvdolph  Sampter^  for  respondent. 

Feb  Cubiam. —  The  defendant  was  denied  leave  to  answer 
the  complaint  because  of  a  verbal  stipulation  made  bj  his 
counsel,  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  assent  to  the  opening 
of  his  default,  that  the  decision  upon  the  demurrer  should  be 
final  in  the  case.  A  default  had  been  taken  against  him,  and 
that  was  opened  upon  this  understanding,  and  the  demurrer 
was  then  brought  to  an  argument.  The  counsel  by  whom 
this  agreement  was  made  was  not  the  defendant's  general 
counsel  or  attorney  in  the  case,  but  he  was  employed  by  the 
attorney  to  argue  the  demurrer,  for  the  reason  that  the  attor- 
ney found  it  necessary  to  absent  himself  for  the  purpose  of 
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attending  a  national  political  convention.  The  only  author- 
ity given  by  him  to  the  connael  was  that  included  in  his 
employment,  which  was  merely  to  argue  the  demurrer.  And 
that,  by  no  reasonable  construction  of  its  terms,  would  seem 
to  extend  so  far  as  to  authorize  him  to  deprive  the  defendant 
of  his  right  to  answer  the  complaint,  when  that  was  conceded 
only  as  an  inducement  for  opening  a  default,  taken  because 
this  counsel  omitted  to  appear  and  argue  ihe  demurrer  when 
the  case  was  called  for  that  purpose. 

But  a  case  was  made  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  which 
entitled  him  to  be  allowed  to  answer  the  complaint,  even 
though  the  agreement  made  by  the  counsel  appearing  in  his 
behalf  had  been  within  the  scope  and  terms  of  his  authority. 
An  affidavit  of  merits  was  presented,  together  with  other  affi- 
davits, satisfactorily  sustaining  the  propriety  of  the  applica- 
tion made  in  his  behalf  for  leave  to  answer.  And  no  such 
delay  intervened  as  to  render  the  defendant  chargeable  with 
laches  in  bringing  on  the  application.  The  order,  under  the 
circumstances,  should  be  modified  in  such 'a  manner  as  to  per- 
mit the  defendant  to  Serve  his  proposed  answer  within  twenty 
days  after  notice  of  this  decision,  without  prejudice  to  the 
other  proceeding  in  the  action,  upon  paying  the  costs  of  the 
demurrer,  and  without  costs  of  this  appeaL 
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Partitum — Aetian  to  $et  oiide  judgment  for  fraud  or  coUunon — What 
proof  necessary  —  Purchaser  wTio  takes  title  UTider  judgment  of  court,  that 
is  without  jurisdiction  to  grant  it,  acquires  no  title  —  The  remedy  of  a 
party  hawng  title  is  by  ^eetment —  Purchasers  not  responsible  for  acts  of 
parties  in  the  judgment  of  which  they  had  no  notice  — Jfew  trial—  Where 
iftfants  have  been  it^uriausly  affected  by  misconduct  of  the  attorneys^  dc,  — 
Power  of  court  to  grant, 

A  purchaser  of  property  who  takes  title  under  a  decree  or  Judgment  of  a 
court  that  was  without  Jurisdiction  to  grant  it,  acquires  no  title,  and 
any  party  having  a  valid  title,  but  out  of  possession,  may  bring  eject- 
ment Purchasers  of  property  under  a  decree  or  judgment  of  the  court 
are  not  responsible  for  the  acts  of  the  parties  in  that  Judgment,  of 
which  they  had  no  notice. 

Before  a  decree  or  judgment  of  a  court  can  be  set  aside,  the  parties  inter- 
ested must  have  an  opportunity  to  be  heard,  and  therefore  must  be 
made  parties  to  the  action  in  which  the  decree  or  judgment  is  sought 
to  be  set  aside.  To  justify  any  interference  with  the  judgment  of  a 
court,  the  testimony  as  to  fraud  or  collusion  must  be  very  clear  and 
strong  ;  there  must  be  clear  and  conclusive  evidence  of  fraud. 

Where  infants  have  been  injuriously  a£Fected  by  the  misconduct  of  the 
attorneys  in  the  action,  either  by  surprise  or  if  any  newly  discovered 
evidence  can  be  secured,  the  court  in  which  the  action  was  brought  has 
power  to  grant  a  new  trial. 

Equity  Terrn^  J%me^  1881. 

Thb  complaint  alleged  that  one  Adam  Muller  was  seized 
in  fee  simple  of  certain  premises  in  the  city  of  New  York ; 
that  he  died  leaving  a  will  wherein  he  devised  to  his  children 
and  heirs  in  common,  among  other  property,  the  premises 
described  in  the  complaint,  subject  to  the  interest  of  his 
widow  to  the  share  of  rents  and  income  as  provided  by  said 
will.  That  an  action  was  commenced  in  this  court  by  Thomas 
H.  Yonng,  the  hieband  of  one  of  the  testator's  children,  to 
recover  hi»  right  of  courtesy  in  said  property ;  that  the  com- 
Vou  LXn        47 


870  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 

Weidenum  et  oL  agt  Nanmann  et  al 

plaint  in  Baid  action  was  diamLssed  on  the  trial  with  coats ; 
that  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  general  tenn  of  this  conrt, 
where  said  judgment  of  dianiiasal  was  reversed ;  that  said 
action  was  revived  in  favor  of  the  children  of  another  daughter 
of  the  testator,  who  died  pending  the  appeal ;  that  the  action 
was  on  the  calendar  for  trial  after  being  revived,  bnt  was  not 
tried ;  that  while  said  appeal  was  pending  other  actions  were 
pending  in  the  superior  court,  brought  by  the  eaid  Young 
and  Charles  Stmppman,  Sr.,  as  administrators,  to  recover  the 
personalty  of  their  deceased  wives'  share  of  the  estate 
left  them  in  their  father's  will ;  also  an  action  brought  by  two 
of  the  infant  children  of  Adam  MuUer,  deceased,  for  partition 
or  sale  of  the  property.  That  the  said  Young  and  his  attor- 
tneys,  the  attorneys  of  the  two  infant  MuUer  children  and  the 
.attorneys  for  other  defendants  in  that  action  entered  into  a 
^conspiracy  to  cheat  and  defraud  the  plaintiffs  out  of  their 
property  and  estate,  caused  the  suit  in  the  supreme  court  to 
Ibe  marked  ^^  off  the  calendar  by  consent,"  and  with  the  same 
unlawful  intent  and  in  furtherance  of  said  conspiracy  did 
falsely  and  fraudulently  obtain  an  order  consolidating  the 
supreme  court  action  with  the  superior  court  actions  from  one 
of  tlie  JQSticee  of  the  superior  court ;  that  all  of  said  actions 
so  consolidated  into  one  were  afterwards  tried  as  one  action 
in  the  superior  court  and  a  judgment  therein  rendered, 
wherein  all  the  real  estate  of  the  plaintiff  was  adjudged  to  be 
sold.  That  said  statements  and  representations  were  false  and 
untrue;  that  in  the  supreme  court  action  one  Daniel  T. 
Bobertson  was  the  attorney  of  record  for  some  of  the  infant 
defendants,  and  that  he  never  was  consulted,  nor  did  he  con- 
sent that  the  supreme  court  suit  should  be  marked  '^  off  the 
term,"  nor  was  he  present  when  the  order  of  consolidation 
was  obtained,  nor  did  he  have  any  knowledge,  direct  or  indi- 
rect, of  the  acts  and  doings  of  the  other  attorneys  until  long 
afterwards,  and  that  therefore  his  infant  clients  did  not  have 
their  day  in  court  and  they  were  deprived  of  their  rights  of 
defending  thedbiimof  said  Young  which  was  wholly  ground- 
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less.  That  under  the  judgment  8o  fraudulentlj  procured  a 
sale  of  the  premises  mentioned  in  the  complaint  was  had,  an^ 
npon  such  sale  the  defendant  Henry  Nanmann  became  the 
purchaser  thereof,  with  notice  of  these  facts,  and  that  after- 
wards part  of  said  property  was  conveyed  by  the  said  Henry 
iNanmann  to  some  of  the  other  defendants  in  this  action.  The 
complaint  therefore  prayed  for  judgment,  that  the  judgment 
be  set  aside  on  the  ground  that  it  was  procured  by  frauds 
deceit  and  malpractice,  and  that  all  transfers  made  by  the 
defendant  Henry  Naumann,  by  reason  of  his  alleged  owner- 
ship of  the  property,  be  declared  vacated,  canceled,  annulled 
and  of  no  effect  against  the  plaintifb. 

The  other  allegations  in  the  complaint  are  found  in  the 
points  of  counsel  for  plaintiff. 

The  attorneys  and  counsel  referred  to  in  the  complaint, 
against  whom  fraud  and  conspiracy  was  charged,  are  George 
F.  and  J.  0.  Julius  Langbein,  Louis^H.  Bonan,  Charles  Wehle, 
Henry  Wehle,  Charles  Goldzier,  Henry  Feuhrer  and  James 
W.  Hawes. 

After  the  plaintifb  had  rested,  a  motion  was  made  to  dis- 
miss the  complaint 

Oeorge  N.  Scmnders  (Eaufmann  &  Saunders),  of  counsel 
for  defendant  Naumann,  in  moving  to  dismiss  the  complaint 
made  and  ai^ed  the  following  points : 

I.  Plaintiff's  remedy  (if  any)  is  by  ejectment  The  com- 
plaint seeks  to  set  aside  a  judgment  of  partition  and  sale  by 
the  superior  court  under  which  defendants  acquired  thdr 
interests  in  the  property  in  question,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  court  never  acquired  any  jurisdiction  over  the  parties  or 
of  the  subject-matter  of  the  action.  As  to  the  parties 
because  some  of  them  were  infant  devisees  of  the  premises  in 
question,  and  as  to  the  subject-matter  because  the  will  pro* 
vided  that  the  partition  should  not  be  made  until  the  youngest 
child  arrived  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  which  event  had 
not  yet  happened.    These  reasons,  if  sound,  are  fatal  to  plain- 
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tiff's  claim  for  equitable  relief;  for,  if  the  judgment  is  abso- 
Intely  void  upon  its  face,  then  it  is  not  even  a  cloud  on  plain- 
tiff's title  to  the  premises  in  question.  But  whether  a  cloud  or 
not,  plaintiffs  being  out  of  possession  must  be  remitted  to 
their  remedy  to  recover  possession  by  the  common-law  action 
of  ejectment  {Phdps  agt.  Harris^  101  U.  S.  Sup.  Ct,  Rqp. 
[11  OUo\,  870,375 ;  Harsh  agt.  City  of  Brooklyn,  59  N.  T., 
280,  283).  The  rule  upon  which  the  courts  interfere  to 
remove  a  cloud  upon  title  is  this :  "  When  the  claim  or 
lien  purports  to  affect  real  estate,  and  it  appears  on  its  face  to 
be  valid,  or  when  the  defect  in  it  can  be  made  to  appear  only 
by  extrinsic  evidence  which  will  not  necessarily  appear  in  pro* 
ceedings  by  the  claimant  thereof  to  enforce  the  lien,  there  is 
a  case  presented  for  invoking  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  to 
remove  the  lien  which  is  a  ^  cloud  upon  the  title ' "  {Bosioorth 
agt  Vcmderwalkerj  53  If.  Z".,  599 ;  Krelcder  agt.  Hitter,  62 
N.  r.,  372,  375;  StiUweU  agt.  Carpenter,  59  JV.  T.,  414, 
428 ;  Phelps  agt.  Harris,  supra  /  Orton  agt.  Smith,  18  Sbw.j 
263;  Ward  agt.  C/iamberlain,  2  Black.,  430;  West  agt. 
Snebly,  54  III.,  533 ;  ffimtington  agt.  Allen,  44  Miss.,  654 ; 
Stark  SLgt.  Starrs,  6  Wall.,  402  ;  Overing  agt.  Foote,  43  N.  T., 
290 ;  Mday  agt.  D(yagh&rty,  6  Miss.,  269). 

II.  The  superior  court  had  jurisdiction  and  plainti£b  have 
no  cause  of  action.  Plaintiff's  claim  of  non-jurisdiction  as  to 
parties  is  based  upon  the  following  allegations  of  the  complaint : 
1st.  The  petition  upon  which  the  order  of  the  court  was  made 
appointing  a  guardian  ad  Utem  of  the  infant  plaintiffs  did  not 
«et  forth  or  contain  the  facts  required  by  law.  2d.  The  pro- 
ceedings were  had  by  reference  or  otherwise  to  ascertain  the 
truth  of  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  petition  as  to  the  necessity 
for  a  partition,  as  required  by  law.  3d.  No  bonds  have  been 
given  as  required  by  law.  There  are  three  complete  answers 
to  this  —  1st.  The  allegation  is  fatally  defective  in  not  stating 
"  what  facts  required  by  law,"  if  any,  were  omitted ;  and  the 
law  does  not  prescribe  any  reference  as  alleged.  2d.  No  peti- 
tion was  required,  because  plaintiff  Struppman  was  an  adult 
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and  competent  to  maintain  the  action  of  partition  under  the 
Bevified  Statutes  as  amended  by  the  Code  (2  B.  S.  \JEdm0ncP9 
tf(2.],  326;  ext^ided  to  sitperior  o(mrt  h/ median  3S  of  the  Code; 
see^  cUsOy  section  117  of  the  old  Code).  No  reference  neces- 
sary {Laws  of  1852,  chap*  277,  sec.  %p.  411).  3d.  It  is  not 
necessary  that  guardians  ad  litem  f5r  infants  should  give 
bonds  {Crogan  agt.  Lwrngstofiy  17  iT.  Z".,  218 ;  Rogers  agt. 
Mc  Lea/Thy  34  If.  JT.,  536  ;  Brainerd  agt.  Heydrick^  32  How.y 
97). 

III.  If  the  superior  court  had  jurisdiction  over  the  parties 
and  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  action,  then  an  erroneous 
adjudication  was  only  error  of  law,  and,  as  such,  reviewable 
only  by  appeal  If  the  infant  be  brought  within  the  jurisdic^ 
tion  of  the  court,  the  partition  is  as  effectual  against  him  as 
against  an  adult,  and  cannot  be  avoided  for  irregularities  or 
errors  in  the  subsequent  proceedings  {Freeman  &  Co.y  Ten- 
ancy and  Partition^  section  467,  j?.  574 ;  BlaJcdy  agt.  Colder^ 
15  N.  F.,  617).  The  plaintiflEs'  time  to  appeal  from  the 
superior  court  judgment  has  long  since  expired,  and  even  if 
it  had  not  then,  remedy,  if  any,  is  by  motion  in  the  superior 
court,  not  by  bill  in  this  court. 

IV.  Plaintiff  is  estopped  by  retaining  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  without  tendering  the  same  back  to  the  purchaser.  It  is 
an  invariable  maxim  in  law  that  he  who  asks  equity  must  do 
equity ;  and  an  equally  fixed  rule  that  no  one  can  avoid  an 
executed  contract  without  first  surrendering,  or  offering  to 
surrender,  the  proceeds  obtained.  The  judgment-contract 
and  the  contract  of  sale  under  it  have  been  completely  exe- 
cuted; the  plaintiffs  hold,  and  have  not  offered  to  return,  the 
proceeds.  This  failure  of  plaintiffs  to  tender  a  return  of  the 
moneys  received  by  them  is  an  absolute  bar  to  this  action 
{Peoples  Bank  agt  National  Bank  [101  U.  8.  Supreme 
Court\  11  OttOy  81 ;  WhaHon  on  Agency y  89;  BigeLow  on 
£sto/^y^2S;  Railroad  Co.  agt.  Howard^  7  WaU.j  397; 
Kdsey  agt.  NaMonal  Bank  of  Crawford  Co.^  69  Penn,^  425 ; 
Steamboat  Co.  agt.  McCutcheon^  13  Penn.y  13). 
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Charles  S6ra^us8j  Da/fiid  T.JSobertsan  and  Edgar  A.  Hutch- 
inffSf  for  plaintiffs. 

JEff-JSeoarder  SnUth,  of  oonnael  for  plaintiflb,  contended 
that  the  plamti£b  had  made  out  a  clear  caAC  of  fraud  and 
collusion  among  the  attorneys,  and  that  the  superior  court 
judgment  should  be  vacated  and  set  aside. 

Babsett,  J.  — So  far  as  the  suit  is  based  upon  the  want  of 
jurisdiction  in  the  superior  court,  I  have  never  had  any  doubt 
from  the  commencement  that  it  was  not  well  founded.  If 
the  averments  of  the  complaint  on  that  head  be  true,  then 
these  purchasers  have  tak.  n  no  title  and  these  infants  have 
not  been  injured.  It  would  only  be  necessary  for  the  infants 
to  bring  ejectment  The  case  has  been  heard  through  on  the 
theory  that  there  was  fraud  in  fact  outside  of  the  record  and 
that  the  infants  were  injuriously  affected  by  that  fraud.  So 
far  as  I  can  glean  from  the  testimony  and  the  arguments  of 
counsel  the  finger  has  been  put  upon  but  two  specific  acts  of 
alleged  fraud.  The  first  is  the  conduct  of  certain  parties  with 
respect  to  Young's  tenancies  by  the  courtesy,  and  the  second 
is  with  regard  to  the  allowances.  All  else  is  innuendo.  There 
is  no  suggestion  that  the  infants  have  been  otherwise  deprived 
of  any  of  their  just  rights  by  this  litigation  in  the  superior 
court    I  speak  now  in  a  general  way. 

Oertainly  the  property  has  been  divided  according  to  law. 
No  infant  has  been  given  a  quarter  when  he  was  entitled  to 
a  third ;  no  person  has  been  given  a  fifth  when  he  should 
have  had  one-half.  The  distribution  was  right  and  correct. 
Ko  matter  what  the  court  did,  it  was  done  in  accordance  with 
law  and  in  accordance  with  the  will.  Now  then,  as  to  Young's 
tenancy  by  the  courtesy,  it  is  charged  in  substance  that  if 
that  claim  had  been  properly  and  loyally  resisted  Young  would 
have  failed  and  that  the  others  would  consequently  have  cor- 
respondingly benefited.  But  the  first  answer  to  that  is.  Young 
is  not  a  party  here.    Again,  these  purchasers  had  nothing  to 
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do  with  the  oaadnct  of  the  suit,  nor  with  the  Young  incident. 
They  porchaRed  the  property  and  paid  their  money  upon  the 
faith  of  the  decree  of  the  superior  court.  If,  in  the  distribu- 
tion of  that  money,  some  persons  are  to  receive  less  and  others 
more  because  of  some  matter  de  hors^  the  record  of  which  the 
purchasers  had  no  notice,  surely  such  purchasers  are  not 
responsible. 

But  are  we  to  set  aside  even  that  part  of  the  decree  which 
gave  Young  his  tenancy  by  the  courtesy  without  hearing  him  t 

There  is  no  one  before  the  court  except  the  purchasers 
under  the  decree.  It  seems  as  though  all  the  parties  to  that 
decree,  with  the  exception  of  Mr.  Langbein,  had  got  together 
and  brought  this  suit  against  the  purchasers,  charging  upon 
their  attorneys  collusion  to  bring  about  an  inequitable  distri- 
bution of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.  And  strangely  enough 
they  left  out  the  person  (Young)  who  is  most  seriously  inter- 
ested. Surely  the  bare  statement  of  that  fact  shows  that  this 
suit  is  untenable. 

Apart  from  that,  even  if  Young  were  a  party  to  the  suit,  I 
should  be  sorry  to  say  there  was  fraud.  There  is  just  that  one 
enspicious  ci^umBtance  that  the  suit  in  the  superiir  conrt  pro- 
ceeded  without  Robertson.  That  may  be  a  disagreeable  fact 
possibly,  however  susceptible  of  explanation,  but  it  is  not  suf- 
ficient of  itself  to  justify  the  court  in  setting  aside  this  solemn 
and  most  elaborate  judgment 

Then  there  is  really  a  great  deal  to  be  said  upon  the  other 
side.  This  for  instance,  that  even  if  the  supreme  suit  had  not 
been  consolidated,  even  if  it  remained  to-day  in  full  validity 
ready  to  be  proceeded  with,  yet  the  same  as  to  Young's  ten- 
ancy by  the  courtesy  could  have  been  properly  determined  by 
the  superior  conrt  It  is  true  it  could  have  been  determined 
here  first  if  the  parties  had  chosen  to  proceed  to  the  trial  inde- 
pendently in  this  forum,  but  I  should  be  sorry  to  say  that  their 
preference  for  a  single  trial  of  all  the  issues  in  the  superior 
court,  including  this  of  Young's,  was  conclusive  evidence  of 
fraud. 
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The  guardian  ad  litem  for  the  plaintiff  infants  in  the  supe- 
rior court  was  the  guardian  ad  litem  here,  and  whether  there 
was  a  consolidation  or  not  the  issue  as  to  Young's  tenancy  was 
properly  tried  in  that  court.  When  we  consider,  toojl'  that  all 
the  testimony  which  had  been  taken  here  before  Mr.  justice 
Yan  Bbunt  was  read  before  Mr.  justice  Spbib,  together  with 
such  further  testimony  as  we  find  in  the  record,  it  would 
require  most  condusive  evidence  to  justify  such  a  finding 
against  reputable  counsel  as  that  they  purposely  kept 
testimony  back  with  the  view  to  enable  Young  unjustly 
to  acquire  the  tenancy  by  the  courtesy.  I  am  free  to  say  that 
the  evidence  upon  this  present  trial  falls  far  short  in  that 
respect,  and  that  nothing  that  has  been  adduced  so  far  has 
carried  the  conviction  of  fraud  to  my  mind.  Some  doctors, 
it  is  true,  have  come  here  and  said  it  was  highly  improbable 
that  a  child  should  have  been  born  alive  under  those  circum- 
stances, but  they  do  not  say  it  was  impossible,  and  this  young 
woman  who  testified  before  in  such  a  way  as  doubtless  to 
impress  the  court  with  the  idea  that  the  child  was  born  alive, 
comes  here  to-day  with  another  story  and  says  she  was  present 
at  the  birth  and  that  the  child  was  bom  dead.  Her  entire 
testimony  to-day  is  inconsistent  with  that  previously  given. 
Nor  is  there  a  particle  of  evidence  that  the  testimony  she  gave 
to-day  was  within  the  knowledge  of  any  of  the  attorneys,  even 
of  Mr.  Bobertson,  upon  either  of  the  trials  before  justices 
Yan  Bbunt  and  Speib,  nor  that  anything  more  could  have 
been  elicited  from  her  than  was  elicited.  To  justify  any 
interference  with  the  judgment  of  the  superior  court,  the 
evidence  would  have  to  be  very  clear,  not  only  that  this  child 
was  bom  dead,  but  that  the  parties  knew  it  was  bom  dead, 
and  yet  coUusively  and  fraudulently  arranged  by  the  suppres- 
sion of  evidence  or  otherwise,  to  have  it  decided  that  it  was 
bom  alive  in  order  to  give  Young  an  improper  advantage. 

The  evidence  would  have  to  be  very  conclusive  that  as  a 
part  of  this  scheme  Robertson  was  left  out.  I  should  find  it 
utterly  impossible  on  this  evidence  to  find  these  facts  or  to 
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find  as  an  affirmative  fact  tliat  there  was  any  intention  through 
legal  forms  to  permit  Young  to  obtain  an  estate  to  which  ho 
was  not  entitled.  So  far  as  the  question  of  Young's  right 
was  legally  decided,  that  is,  decided  jurisdictionally,  of 
course  we  are  not  here  to  review  it.  We  could  only 
act  upon  clear  and  conclusive  evidence  that  there  was 
a  fraudulent  suppression  of  evidence,  which,  if  produced, 
would  have  led  to  a  different  result.  That  case,  as  I  have 
already  said,  has  not  been  made  out.  On  the  contrary,  I  am 
glad  to  say  that,  upon  the  whole,  it  is  my  judgment  that 
thei'e  was  no  such  fraud.  So  that  whether  we  look  at  it  in 
the  aspect  of  Young  not  being  a  party  to  this  suit,  conse- 
quently having  no  hearing  before  the  court  at  all,  or  on  the 
evidence  as  it  stands,  assuming  him  to  be  before  the  court,  I 
see  no  escape  f  n>m  the  conclusion  that  this  complaint  should 
be  dismissed.  And  further,  is  there  not  ample  remedy  in 
the  superior  court}  If  these  infants  have  been  injuriously 
affected  by  the  misconduct  of  the  attorneys,  if  there  has 
been  surprise,  if  newly  discovered  evidence  has  been  secured, 
can  they  not  apply  to  the  superior  court  for  a  new  trial  i  Is 
it  for  us  to  set  aside  the  entire  decree ;  that  which  was  clearly 
right  as  well  as  that  which  might  be  possibly  wrong  ?  The 
superior  court  can  modify  its  decree,  granting  a  new  trial  as 
to  Young,  and  leaving  the  rest  intact,  or  that  court  can  set 
the  entire  decree  aside,  if  of  the  opinion  that  such  decree 
was  obtained  by  any  misconduct  of  which  it  ought  to  take 
cognizance.  It  is  apparent  that  the  entire  case  has  never  been 
presented  to  the  superior  court,  even  on  a  motion.  There  has 
been  no  proper  motion  to  set  the  decree  aside ;  no  motion  for 
a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  newly  discovered  evidence.  All 
these  remedies  may  yet  be  invoked  on  a  proper  case  in  the 
superior  court.  If  that  court  denies  such  a  .motion,  that 
should  be  the  end  of  it. 

Independent  of  what  I  have  stated  of  Young  not  being  a 
party,  of  the  absence  of  fraud,  in  fact  of  the  remedy  in  the 
other  court,  there  is  the  additional  fact  that  his  suit  is  against 
Vou  LXII        48 
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innocent  pnrchasers  alone.  Ib  the  decree  to  be  eet  aside  as  to 
them  becanse  of  a  single  vicious  incident  in  the  proceedings 
de  hors  the  record,  and  of  which  they  had  no  notice  ?  Clearly 
not.  The  other  point  is  worthy  of  but  little  consideration. 
If  this  bill  was  filed  on  that  alone,  it  would  be  one  of  the 
most  frivolous  "ever  filed  in  a  court  of  justice.  The  idea  that 
a  solemn  judgment  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  is  to 
be  set  aside  on  account  of  some  irregularity  or  even  impro- 
priety in  a  minor  detail  touching  a  question  of  costs  and 
allowances,  is  simply  preposterous.  And  that  is  really  all 
there  is  of  the  case.  I  am  not  preparad  to  find  that  that 
decree  was  obtained  by  fraud  in  fact.  On  the  other  hand,  on 
the  merits  on  this  evidence,  I  shall  be  compelled  to  find  the 
opposite. 

I  am  satisfied  this  case  can  proceed  no  further,  and  must  be 
dismissed  on  the  merits,  with  costs. 

Note. —  Ajiother  action  was  brought  about  the  same  time  in  the  supreme 
court,  wherein  Louis  C.  MuUer,  an  infant,  by  Leroy  B.  Crane,  his  guar- 
dian ad  litem,  was  plaintiff,  and  Auguste  Wiedersum,  Thomas  H.  Toung 
and  others  were  defendants.  The  complaint  in  this  action  aUeged  sub- 
stantially the  same  facts  as  to  the  fraud  and  collusion  between  the  attor- 
neys as  was  alleged  in  the  action  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Basrstt  and 
dismissed  by  him.    In  this  complaint  the  following  relief  was  asked: 

Fint.  That  the  Judgment  of  the  superior  court,  so  far  as  it  relates  to 
or  concerns  the  alleged  interest  of  the  defendant  Young  or  those  claiming 
imder  or  in  succession  to  him,  be  vacated  and  set  aside  upon  the  f  oUow- 
ing  grounds: 

1.  That  upon  its  face  it  appears,  as  to  the  claims  of  said  Young,  to 
have  been  unjustly  and  improvidently  made. 

2.  That  the  same  was  procured  by  fraud  and  Imposition  on  the 
court 

8.  That  the  court  had  no  Jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  or  of  the 
parties. 

4.  That  the  superior  court  had  no  power  to  consolidate  an  action  pend- 
ing in  the  supreme  court  with  an  action  pending  in  the  superior  court 

5.  That  aU  orders  and  proceedings  had  therein  based  upon  "consent" 
of  the  attorneys  or  of  the  adult  Struppmann  after  his  appearance  and 
that  of  his  children  by  an  attorney  of  record,  was  illegal  and  yoid. 

The  case  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Donohub  at  the  June,  1881, 
equity  term,  and  after  the  plaintiffs  bad  rested  their  case,  James  H.  Hawes, 
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Esq.,  and  Messrs.  George  F.  Langbein  and  J.  C.  Julius  Langbein  moved 
to  dismiss  the  complaint  and  made  and  argued  the  following  points: 

I.  If  there  are  any  irregularities  or  mistakes  in  the  Judgment  the  proper 
remedy  is  by  motion  in  the  court  in  which  the  Judgment  was  obtained, 
or  by  appeal  from  that  Judgment.  This  court  wiU  not  sit  in  review  of 
the  superior  court  Judgment.  If  the  Judgment  is  void,  then  this  action 
cannot  be  maintained  {Stewart  agt.  Baimer,  14  N.  T.,  188;  Wetts  agt 
OUy  €f  Buffalo,  80  N,  F.,  258). 

II.  Having  charged  indiscriminately  parties  and  reputable  attorneys 
with  conspiracy  and  fraud,  and  having  called  in  question  the  integrity 
of  the  superior  court  Judgment  after  its  rendition,  the  plaintiff,  through 
his  attorneys,  has  failed  to  prove  any  fraud,  collusion  or  conspiracy.  He 
has  Just  been  defeated  in  a  similar  case  only  a  few  days  ago  in  this  court 
after  a  patient  and  protracted  hearing  before  Mr.  Justice  Babrbtt,  where 
that  Justice  allowed  ahnost  incredible  latitude  of  proof. 

UI.  The  complaint  should  be  dismissed  with  costs  on  the  authority  of 
dmiUh  agt.  WiUon  (82  N,  F.,  286). 

Charlsi  Strauss,  Dantd  T.  Robertson  and  Bdffor  A,  HutcHings,  for 
plaintiffs  in  opposition,  contended  that  a  case  had  been  made  out  on  the 
evidence  and  proofs. 

DoBOHUB,  /. — No  fraud  in  procuring  or  entering  the  Judgment  com- 
plained of  is  shown,  and  I  do  not  think  that  Judgment  can  be  reviewed  in 
this  action. 

Judgment  for  defendants. 

Findings  were  then  signed  and  Judgment  entered.  That  in  the  pro- 
curement of  the  superior  court  Judgment  there  was  no  fraud  or  imposi- 
tion practiced  upon  the  parties  to  that  action  or  upon  the  court,  and  that 
said  Judgment  was  not  fraudulent  and  that  there  were  no  facts  or  evi- 
dence produced  before  him  to  Justify  the  allegations  in  the  complaint  or 
to  make  a  cause  of  action  out  of  the  same.  Tne  costs  and  disbursements 
were  ordered  to  be  paid  by  Leroy  R  Crane,  the  guardian  ad  Utem,  per- 
sonally. 


J0 
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N.  T.  MARINE  COURT. 

Danibl  M.  Stebn  et  al,^  reBpondente,  agt.  Obrin  G.  Staples, 

appellant. 

Marine  oouri — Undertaking — SureUee — Btf&re  whom  they  mayjueUJ^, 

The  defendant  having  been  ordered  to  be  relieved  from  a  default  to  file 
an  undertaking  conditioned  to  pay  any  Judgment  that  might  be  recov- 
ered, with  two  sureties  Justified: 

Held,  that  he  complied  with  the  order  by  filing  an  undertaking  Justified 
before  the  county  Judge  of  Jefferson  county,  the  county  of  iheir  and 
the  defendant's  residence. 

Every  Justification  made  before  the  county  Judge  of  the  parties'  residence 
is  good. 

Oeneral  Terrriy  October^  1881. 

Before  Shea,  CK  c/i,  Nehbbas  and  Goepp,  JJ. 

This  appeal  was  brought  from  two  several  orders  made  by 
justice  Jambs  B.  SHSBmAN  on  the  16th  and  22d  days  of  June, 
1881,  respectively;  the  first  denied  defendant's  motion  to 
open  his  default,  with  ten  dollars  costs ;  the  second  denied 
defendant's  motion  to  vacate  and  set  aside  the  first  mentioned 
order,  with  ten  dollars  additional  costs,  and  vacating  and  set- 
ting a^de  the  stay  of  proceedings  granted  in  the  action.  A 
summons  and  complaint  were  served  on  the  defendant  per- 
sonally, in  the  city  of  New  York,  on  the  26th  day  of  April, 
1881,  the  defendant  at  that  time  being  a  resident  of  the  city 
of  Watertown,  Jefferson  county,  and  casually  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  who,  on  his  return  home,  handed  the  papers  to 
Dennis  O'Brien,  Esq.,  his  attorney,  with  instructions  to  appear 
and  defend  the  action.  By  a  misapprehension,  the  attorney 
supposing  the  action  to  be  in  the  supreme  court,  omitted  to 
appear  or  answer  in  time,  and  judgment  was  docketed  against 
the  defendant  by  default  May  3,  1881. 

A  motion  was  then  made  for  leave  to  appear  in  and  defend 
said  action,  and  the  same  was  denied  by  Mr.  justice  Nbhrbas, 
^^  with  ten  dollars  costs  to  plaintiffs,  unless  said  defendant, 
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within  ten  days  from  the  date  of  the  order,  pay  to  the  plain- 
tiff's attorney  ten  dollars  costs  of  that  motion,  and  filed  with 
the  clerk  of  said  court  an  undertaking  in  the  penalty  of  two 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  with  two  sufficient  sureties,  condi- 
tioned for  the  payment  of  any  judgment  that  might  be 
recovered  by  said  plaintiffs  in  this  action ;  ^  and  the  sureties 
upon  said  undertaking  were  thereby  required  to  justify  within 
two  days  after  service  thereof.  A  copy  of  said  undertaking, 
with  notice  of  filing,  was  served  upon  the  plaintiffs'  attorney 
June  11,  1881,  the  same  being  within  said  ten  days ;  also  a 
notice  that  the  sureties  in  said  undertaking  would  appear 
before  the  county  judge  of  Jefferson  county,  at  his  chambers  in 
the  city  of  Watertown,  on  Monday,  the  13th  of  June,  1881,  at 
4  p.  H.  of  that  day,  to  justify  under  and  in  pursuance  of  the 
terms  of  the  order.  The  ten  dollars  costs  required  to  be  paid 
by  said  order  were  duly  paid  to  plaintiffs'  attorney ;  but 
though  said  attorney  accepted  the  costs  he  insisted  the  sureties 
must  justify  before  a  judge  of  the  marine  court  of  the  city  of 
New  York ;  and  to  compel  such  justification  in  said  city  of 
New  York  he  obtained  an  order  from  said  justice  Shbbidan 
restraining  the  defendant  from  justifying  under  the  notice 
served  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  said  order,  and  to 
show  cause  why  plaintiffs  shotdd  not  enter  an  order  denying 
defendant's  motion  to  open  his  default.  No  one  appearing  to 
oppose  this  motion  on  behalf  of  defendant,  the  plaintiffs' 
attorney  took  an  order  denying  defendant's  motion  to  open 
his  default  with  ten  dollars  further  costs  against  him.  After 
the  entry  of  this  order,  and  on  June  17,  1881,  defendant  pro- 
cured an  order  to  show  cause  why  the  order  of  June  sixteenth 
should  not  be  vacated  as  irregvlarh/  entered^  which  was  denied 
by  justice  SnEBmAN,  with  ten  dollars  further  costs,  and  the 
stay  of  plaintiffs'  proceedings  vacated. 

Anson  B.  Moore  and  H.  M.  Haigh^  for  defendant  and 
appellant. 

2>.  P.  Haya^  for  plaintiffs  and  respondents. 
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Shsa,  C.  c/1  —  The  orders  appealed  from  are  reversod,  with 
ooetB,  and  the  defendant  is  at  lib^j  to  proceed  with  the  jus- 
tification of  sureties  before  the  county  judge  of  Jefferson 
county  {Seed  agt.  Teaie,  8  Jf.  T.  Weekly  Dig.^  545 ;  McAdam, 
J.\  or,  as  the  defendant  may  be  advised,  under  the  other  pro- 
visions of  the  Code,  upon  five  days'  previous  notice  by  mail 
or  personally  to  the  attorney  for  the  plaintifEs. 

GoEPP,  J. —  The  defendant  having  been  ordered  to  be 
relieved  from  a  default,  in  suppositig  a  summons  to  be  return- 
able in  twenty  days,  instead  of  six,  to  file  an  undertaking 
conditioned  to  pay  any  judgpient  that  might  be  recovered, 
with  two  sureties  justified,  complied  with  the  order  by 
filing  an  undertaking  justified  before  the  county  judge  of  Jef- 
ferson county,  the  county  of  their  and  of  the  defendant's 
residence.  The  order  rejects  the  undertaking  because  not 
justified  before  a  justice  of  the  court  in  New  York.  By  rule 
6,  every  justification  made  before  the  county  judge  of  the 
parties'  residence  is  good. 

The  forms  of  the  supreme  court  shall  be  applicable  to  the 
marine  court  {MoAdaarie  Ma/rvne  Court  Practice^  eec  40, 
page  298 ;  Id.^  page  228). 

The  sureties  on  an  undertaking  given  to  discharge  an  attach- 
ment in  the  marine  court  may  justify  before  a  county  judge 
of  the  county  in  which  they  reside  {Se^  agt.  Teale^  2  W.  i>., 
545). 

The  orders  appealed  from  are  reversed,  with  costs  and  dis- 
bursements of  the  appeal  to  the  appellant 
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The  P«,PLK  agt.  WHirwEix. 

Amendment  —  Demurrer — Anewer — right  of  dtfendant  to  amend  demurrer 

answer. 


A  defendant  who  has  demurred,  but  has  not  allowed  his  time  to  amend 
of  course  to  pass,  has  a  right  to  withdraw  his  demurrer  and  serve  an 
answer  instead,  without  leave  of  the  court 

In  such  case  the  answer  must  he  regarded  as  an  amendment  of  the 
demurrer. 

Special  Term,  Jcmucm/,  1882. 

Yan  Hobskn,  e/. —  I  have  heard  the  case  of  RdberUon  agt. 
Bennett  (1  Abb.  JV.  CI,  476)  very  severely  criticiaed  by  law- 
yers, aud  yet  I  think  that  the  decision  is  right  It  strikes 
every  man,  at  first  blush,  that  a  substitute  is  a  very  different 
thing  from  an  amendment.  Every  one  familiar  with  legisla- 
tive proceedings  knows  the  settled  distinction  between  an 
amendment  to  a  bill  and  a  substitute  for  a  bill.  An  amend- 
ment is,  in  its  original  meaning,  the  removal  of  a  spot  or  stain. 
In  our  use  of  the  word  an  amendment  is  the  correction  of  an 
error.  In  practice  it  makes  very  little  difference  whether  an 
amendment  may  be  made  of  course,  or  whether  leave  to  make 
it  shall  first  be  obtained  from  the  conrt.  Ko  one  will  question 
the  power  of  the  court  to  allow  an  answer  to  be  substituted 
for  a  demurrer,  and  it  would  not  seriously  embarrass  the  courts 
if  it  shonld  be  f  onnd  that  the  legislature  has  authorized  a  party 
to  make  snch  a  substitution  of  his  own  free  will,  provided 
that  he  does  so  in  good  faith  and  within  the  time  permitted 
for  amendments  of  course.  Long  before  the  Code  was  ever 
thought  of,  amendments  of  course  were  allowed  by  the  courts 
of  this  state  as  they  were  allowed  in  England.  In  TideTe 
Prdctioe  (jpage  766)  the  law  is  thus  stated  :  ^* After  a  demur- 
rer the  courts  would  not  formerly  have  permitted  an  amend- 
ment to  be  made  without  the  consent  of  the  adverse  party, 
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but  of  late  years  thej  have  not  observed  this  strictness,  and  it 
is  much  better  for  parties  that  thej  should  not.  Hence,  it  is 
now  settled  that  after  a  demurrer,  or  joinder  in  demurrer, 
either  party  is  at  liberty  to  amend,  as  a  matter  of  course, 
whilst  the  proceedings  are  in  paper.  Indeed,  the  very  intent 
of  requiring  mistakes  in  form  to  be  shown  for  cause  of  demur- 
rer, was  to  give  the  party  an  opportunity  of  amending."  In 
the  state  of  New  York  the  allowance  of  amendments,  of  course, 
was  governed  before  the  Code  by  Kule  23  of  the  supreme 
court  That  rule  was  in  the  following  words :  "  The  plaintiff 
may,  at  any  time  before  default  for  not  replying  shall  be 
entered,  if  the  plea  shall  be  a  special  plea,  or  a  plea  in  abate- 
ment, or  within  twenty  days  after  service  of  a  copy  of  the 
plea,  if  it  shall  be  the  general  issue,  amend  his  declaration. 
After  plea  either  party  may,  before  default  for  not  answering 
shall  be  entered,  amend  the  pleading  to  be  answered;  and 
where  there  shall  be  a  demurrer  to  a  declaration  or  other 
pleading,  such  pleading  may  be  amended  at  any  time  before 
the  default  for  not  joining  in  demurrer  shall  be  entered.  The 
respective  parties  may  amend  under  this  rule  of  course,  and 
wiUiout  costs,  but  shall  not  be  entitled  so  to  amend  more  than 
once.  The  defendant  shall  not  amend  a  plea  under  this  rule, 
unless  his  attorney  shall  make  and  serve  an  affidavit  that  he 
verily  believes  the  plea  to  be  true  in  point  of  fact,  and  that  it 
was  pleaded  in  the  belief  that  it  contained  a  good  answer  t^ 
the  action  in  form  and  substance." 

In  Bleecker  agt  Bellinger  (11  Wend.^  179)  the  defendant 
demurred  to  the  declaration,  and  within  twenty  days  thereafter 
entered  a  rule  to  amend  of  course,  and  served  a  plea,  which 
the  plaintiff  moved  to  set  aside.  The  court,  in  granting  the 
motion,  said  that  the  rule  permitted  an  amendment  after  plea, 
not  after  demurrer ;  and  that  the  rule  permitted  an  amend- 
ment only  where  a  default  may  be  entered  for  not  answering, 
and  that  such  a  default  could  not  be  entered  where  a  demurrer 
had  been  interposed,  and  consequently  that  the  right  to  amend 
of  course  did  not  exist  where  a  demurrer  had  been  filed. 
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ISoWy  the  first  comment  to  be  made  on  that  decision  is,  that  it 
is  pregnant  with  the  implication  that  but  for  the  phraseology 
of  the  rule  the  amendment  would  have  been  allowed  to  stand. 
The  court  evidently  did  not  regard  it  as  any  objection  that  the 
original  pleading  was  a  demurrer,  and  that  the  proposed 
amendment  was  a  plea.  Had  they  so  considered  it,  it  would 
not  have  been  necessary  to  found  their  decision  on  a  strict 
construction  of  the  rule  rather  than  upon  the  broad  ground 
that  a  plea  was  a  pleading  of  an  entirely  different  class  from  a 
demurrer  requiring  a  different  kind  of  trial,  and  that  as  it  did 
not  correct  any  errors  in  the  demurrer,  it  could  not  properly 
be  said  to  be  an  amendment.  The  language  of  the  rule,  and 
that  alone,  prevented  the  court  from  accepting  the  plea  as  an 
amendment  of  the  demurrer.  Under  the  Code  we  are  not 
hampered  by  the  narrowness  of  the  provision  respecting 
amendments.  All  pleadings  stand  upon  a  level.  Why,  then, 
Bhould  a  party  be  woree  off  if  he  diBcoveiB  that  hk  demurrer 
is  bad  than  he  would  on  discovering  the  insufficiency  of  his 
complaint  or  his  answer  ?  There  is  scarcely  a  limit  to  the 
power  of  amending  other  pleadings  {See  Brcvm  agt.  Leigh^ 
49  N.  T".,  78).  Why  should  the  rule  be  more  rigid  respect- 
ing demurrers  ?  A  demurrer  is  only  a  pleading,  and  if  the 
.  pleader  admits  it  to  be  bad,  why  should  he  not  be  permitted 
to  withdraw  it  exactly  as  he  could  withdraw  any  other  plead- 
ing !  If  bad  faith  be  discovered,  the  Code  provides  a  remedy. 
The  effect  of  an  amendment  is  to  withdraw  from  the  case  the 
pleading  which  is  amended.  The  pleading  which  is  amended 
at  once  retires  and  makes  room  for  the  perfected  pleading. 
It  may  fairly  be  said  that  there  can  be  no  amendment  without 
the  withdrawal  of  a  pleading.  When  a  pleading  has  been 
withdrawn,  it  no  longer  incumbers  the  record  or  embarrasses 
the  adverse  party.  If  the  withdrawal  be  within  the  time  pre- 
scribed by  the  Code,  certainly  the  adverse  party  ought  not 
complain  because  he  has  got  rid  of  a  bad  pleading  in  accord- 
ance with  law,  and  without  an  argument. 
The  language  of  the  Code  is  broad  enough  to  sanction 
Vol.  LiLlI       49 
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changes  in  subetance  as  well  as  changes  in  f  onn,  and  there  is 
no  reason,  not  even  a  technical  one,  for  holding  that  the  Code 
does  not  allow  an  answer  to  take  the  place  of  a  demnrrer,  with- 
out leave  of  the  court,  nnless  he  violates  some  provision  of 
law,  a  party  acting  in  good  faith  may  change  his  pleading  to 
suit  himself  at  any  time  within  the  twenty  days  that  follow 
the  service  of  his  pleading  {Brovm  agt.  Leigh^  49  HT.  T.y  78.) 
The  answer  must  stand,  but  as  the  question  is  comparatively 
new  I  will  not  allow  costs  against  the  plaintiff. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Thb  Supreme  Council  of  the  Osdeb  of  Chosen  Fsiends 
agt.  Charles  G.  Fairman,  superintendent  of  the  insur- 
ance department. 

Auocia>iion$  —  Voluntary  or  incorporated — When  amenable  to  chapter  266 
of  Latoe  of  1^1,  and  not  to  the  general  insurance  etatutee  of  the  etctte  — 
Injunction — When  and  to  what  extent  may  he  invoked  againtt  a  etate  officer. 

The  plaintiff  is  a  corporation  duly  organised  and  formed  under  the  laws 
of  the  state  of  Indiana,  and  its  Iqgal  location  is  in  the  city  of  Indianapolis 
In  said  state.  It  commenced  business  in  this  state  October  2,  1880, 
eight  months  previous  to  the  adoption  of  chapter  266  of  the  Laws  of 
1881.  Among  the  objects  of  the  plaintiff's  organization  is  the  establish- 
ment of  a  "relief  fund  from  which  members  of  this  association  who 
have  complied  with  all  its  rules  and  regulations  may  receive  a  benefit 
on  a  sum  not  exceeding  three  thousand  dollars,  which  shall  be  paid 
either  when  a  member  reaches  the  age  of  seventy-five  years,  or  when, 
by  reason  of  disease  or  accident,  such  member  becomes  permanently 
disabled,  or  upon  his  death."  The  resources  of  the  plaintiff  are  derived 
entirely  from  voluntary  donations  and  admission  fees,  dues  and  assess- 
ments from  members  and  the  Interest  thereon.  The  plaintiff  claims  the 
right  to  do  business  in  this  state,  and  seeks  to  enjoin  the  defendant,  the 
sux>erintendent  of  insurance,  from  interfering  in  any  way  with  its 
operations,  insisting  that  he  has  wantonly  and  maliciouBly  sought  to 
interrupt  its  operations  and  business : 

EM,  that  the  plaintiff  is  amenable  to  the  Laws  of  1881  and  not  to  the 
general  insurance  statutes  of  the  state,  and  that  the  article  of  its  by-laws 
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which  provides  for  the  payment  of  a  benefit  to  a  member  upon  his 
attaining  the  age  of  seventy-five  years,  is  one  rendered  proper  by  the 
occurrence  of  a  physical  disability  of  a  member  within  the  true  intent 
and  meaning  of  these  words  as  used  in  the  act  aforesaid. 

EM,  also,  that  as  the  plaintiff  has  complied  with  all  the  requirements  of 
the  act  of  1881,  it  is  entitled  to  carry  on  its  operations  in  this  state 
unmolested  by  any  improper  interference  from  the  defendant  or  any 
other  person. 

Eddf  further,  that  it  is  not  the  office  of  an  injunction  nor  the  prerogative 
of  the  court  to  dictate  to  an  officer  of  the  state  his  views  as  to  the 
proper  construction  of  a  law.  He  can  only  be  compelled  to  do  what 
the  law  commands  him  to  do,  or  be  restrained  from  doing  an  act  to 
another's  injury  which  he  has  no  power  to  do,  but  he  cannot,  by  injunc- 
tion, be  prevented  from  expressing  in  a  lawful  and  proper  manner  his 
views  of  the  legality  of  a  business  when  he  is  actuated  by  no  malice  or 
evil  intent 

Special  Term^  Deoember^  1881. 

Wmfidd^  Leeds  <&  Motbs^  for  plaintifiEs : 

I.  The  court  has  a  right  to  interfere  by  injnction  to  restrain 
a  public  officer,  when  the  plaintiff  can  show  a  clear,  legal  and 
equitable  right  to  relief,  where  the  defendant  has  done  or 
committed,  or  has  threatened  to  do  some  act  which  will  be 
destructive  of  plaintiff's  rights,  or  which  has  caused  or  is 
about  to  cause  material  injury  to  the  plaintiff.  In  every  such 
case  courts  of  equity  will  interfere  by  injunction  in  further- 
ance of  justice  and  the  violated  rights  of  the  party  {Story  on 
Equity  J  sec.  965,  a;  People  agt.  Ccmal  Boa/rd^  55  N.  Y,^ 
890 ;  lAitee  agt.  Brigga^  5  Hun^  67 ;  Tribime  Assoc,  agt.  Sun 
Print,  and  Pvb.  Co.^  7  Huny  175 ;  Deidrichs  agt.  North 
Western  R.  R.  Go.^  83  Wis.,  33 ;  Beatty  agt.  Kurtz,  2 
Peters,  566 ;  Ogden  agt.  Gibbons,  A:  John! s  Gh.,  150  ;  Living- 
ston  agt.  Ogden,  4  John's  Gh.,  48  ;  Grom/boeU  agt.  Stevens,  2 
Daly,  15).  The  courts  will  interfere  not  only  upon  the 
information  of  the  attorney-general,  but  also  upon  the  appli- 
cation of  private  parties,  where  it  is  sought  to  prevent  irrepara- 
ble mischief  or  to  suppress  multiplicity  of  suits  and  oppressive 
litigation  {Story  on  Eqmty,  sees.  924,  928 ;  Ktiox  agt.  The 
Mayor,  55  Ba^b.,  404). 
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II.  The  plaintiff  having  shown  that  the  conduct  and  acts 
of  the  defendant  have  actually  resulted  in  damage  to  the 
plaintiff ;  that  the  nature  and  character  of  the  injury  arising 
from  the  defendant's  acts  and  conduct  are  such  as  to  preclude 
an  accurate  or  correct  estimate  of  the  extent  or  measure  of 
the  damage,  the  case  for  the  plaintiff  is  clearly  established, 
and  its  right  to  an  injunction  is  fully  made  out.  If  there  is 
any  law  or  authority  to  justify  the  acts  of  the  defendant,  the 
burden  is  on  him  to  show  it  (  Underwood  agt.  Oreeny  42  N. 

T.J  140 ;  Tribune  Assoc,  agt.  The  Sun^  7  Bun,  176). 

III.  The  defendant,  since  he  can  define  no  legal  authority 
for  his  action,  must  stand  before  the  court  simply  as  an 
individual,  and  his  conduct  in  defaming  the  legal  character  of 
the  pkintiff's  action  which  impairo  its  powers  and  operations 
are  analogous  to  a  slander  of  title  {Snow  agt.  Judson,  38 
Barb.j  210 ;  Benton  agt.  Pratty  2  Wend.y  385 ;  White  agt 
MerriUy  7  N.  F.,  352 ;  GaUagh&r?^.  BrwnneUy  6  C<yu}.y  346), 

Andrew  8.  Draper^  for  defendant. 

Wbstbrook,  J.  —  The  plaintiff  is  a  corporation  duly  organ- 
ized and  formed  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Indiana,  and 
its  legal  location  is  in  the  city  of  Indianapolis  in  said  state. 

It  commenced  the  transaction  of  business  in  this  state  on  the 
2d  day  of  October,  1880,  and  had  been  transacting  business 
therein  for  a  period  of  eight  months  when  chapter  256  of  the 
Laws  of  1881  was  adopted. 

The  objects  of  the  plaintiff's  organization,  as  stated  in  the 
complaint,  are  ^^  to  unite  in  bonds  of  fraternity,  aid  and  pro- 
tection, all  acceptable  white  persons  of  good  character,  steady 
habits,  sound  bodily  health  and  reputable  calling,  who  believe 
in  a  supreme  intelligent  being,  the  creator  and  preserver  of 
the  universe ;  to  improve  the  condition  of  its  membership, 
morally,  socially  and  materially  by  timely  counsel  and  instruc- 
tive lessons,  by  encouragement  in  business  and  by  assistance 
to  obtain  employment  when  in  need ;  to  establish  a  relief  fund 
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from  which  members  of  this  association,  who  have  complied 
with  all  its  roles  and  regulations,  or  persons  by  such  members 
lawfnllj  designated,  or  the  legal  heirs  of  snch  members,  may 
receive  a  benefit  on  a  sum  not  exceeding  three  thousand  dol- 
lars, which  shall  be  paid  either  when  a  member  reaches  the 
age  of  seventy-five  years,  or  when,  by  reason  of  disease  or 
accident,  snch  member  becomes  permanently  disabled  from 
following  his  nsnal  or  some  other  occupation,  or  npon  the 
satisfactory  evidence  of  the  death  of  such  member,  and  when 
all  the  conditions  regulating  such  payment  have  been  com- 
plied with." 

The  resources  of  the  plaintiff  are  derived  entirely  from  vol- 
untary donations,  admission  fees,  dues  and  assessments  from 
members  and  the  interest  thereon. 

As  to  the  objects  of  the  plaintifTs  organization  and  the 
source  of  its  revenues,  and  the  time  when  it  commenced  busi- 
ness in  this  state  there  is  no  dispute,  and  claiming  the  right 
to  do  business  therein,  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  enjoin  the  defend- 
ant from  interfering  in  any  way  with  its  operations,  insisting 
that  he  has  wantonly  and  maliciously  sought  to  interrupt  such 
operations  and  business.  The  defendant  claims,  as  one  defense 
to  the  motion,  that  the  plaintiff's  agreement  to  pay  to  a  mem- 
ber, his  heirs  or  beneficiary,  the  sum  of  $3,000  upon  such 
member  attaining  the  age  of  seventy-five  years,  subjects  it  to 
the  general  insurance  law  of  the  state,  and  therefore  it  cannot 
transact  business  therein  without  complying  with  such  general 
insurance  statutes.  The  first  question,  therefore,  which  this 
motion  presents  is,  does  chapter  256  of  the  Laws  of  1881  make 
the  general  insurance  laws  inapplicable  to  the  plaintiff  ? 

The  act  to  which  reference  haA  just  been  made  by  its  first 
section  provided  that  '^  all  associations  and  societies,  whether 
voluntary  or  incorporated  under  the  laws  of  this  state,  or  any 
other  state  or  territory  of  the  United*States,  or  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,  doing  business  in  this  state,  which  hereafter 
have  or  hereafter  may  issue  any  certificate  to,  or  have  made 
or  may  make  any  promise  or  agreement  with  their  members 
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whereby,  upon  the  deceafie  or  sicknesB  or  other  pfiy^ical 
disability  of  a  member^  any  money  or  other  benefit,  charity, 
relief  or  aid  is  to  be  paid,  provided  or  rendered  to  such  mem- 
ber or  to  others  dependent  npon  him,  or  beneficiary  designated 
by  him,  which  money,  benefit,  charity,  relief  or  aid  are  derived 
from  voluntary  donations  or  from  admission  fees,  dues  and 
assessments  collected  or  to  be  collected  from  the  members 
thereof,  and  interest  and  accretions  thereon,  and  which  funds 
and  the  business  operations  of  which  associations  and  incor- 
porations are  limited  to  such  bcDevolent  or  charitable  uses 
shall  he  mbject  only  to  the  provieiona  of  this  act  as  hereinafter 
specified." 

It  will  be  observed  from  the  language  of  the  law  just  given, 
and  from  the  nature  and  character  of  its  business  and  the 
source  of  its  revenue,  in  regard  to  which  there  is  no  contest, 
that  the  plaintiff  is  clearly  subject  to  the  act  of  1881,  and  not 
to  the  general  insurance  law  of  the  state,  provided  that  the 
attainment  of  seventy-five  years  of  age  by  a  member  is  a 
^'  physical  disability  "  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of 
that  statute. 

That  old  age  causes  "  physical  disability  "  is  a  fact  which 
our  senses  continually  attest.  These  mortal  bodies  are  certain 
to  fail  by  the  lapse  of  years  alone,  though  sickness,  disease  or 
accident  do  not  visit  them. 

There  is  a  period  too  which  human  experience  has  fixed 
as*  the  time  when  the  vital  forces  are  lessened  and  when 
"  physical  disability,"  to  a  certain  extent,  at  least,  must  surely 
be  present. 

The  Psalmist  says  "  the  days  of  our  years  are  three  score 
years  and  ten,"  and  while  he  admits  what  our  observation  has 
also  discovered  that  the  number  of  those  days  may  in  excep- 
tional cases  be  increased,  yet  both  the  constitutional  and 
statute  law  of  the  state  recognize  the  fact  that  at  seventy 
years  of  age  physical  infirmity  and  disability  are  present  {art. 
6,  se(r.  13  of  state  Const.  \  1  H.  S.  [6^A  ed.],  388,  sec.  6),  and 
in  so  doing  they  have  but  expressed  our  own  consciousness. 
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The  extent  of  the  ^^  physical  diBabilitj,"  upon  the  existence 
of  which  a  corporation  or  association  of  the  character  of  the 
plaintiff  may  undertake  to  pay  benefits  without  placing  itself 
beyond  the  pale  of  the  act  of  I88I9  is  not  stated  therein.  A 
^'  physical  disability  "  may  be  great  or  small  to  the  degree  of 
complete  prostration,  or  of  partial  only ;  but  so  long  as  it 
exists  as  a  fact,  and  is  really  present  disabling  a  person  either 
entirely  or  partiaUy  from  pursuing  the  active  duties  and  busi- 
ness of  Uf e,  then  an  agreement  by  the  plaintiff,  or  any  similar 
association  or  corporation  to  pay  to  a  member,  or  to  his  family 
or  to  a  beneficiary  designated  by  him,  a  benefit,  when  he  has 
thus  become  completely  or  partially  disabled,  is  lawful  under 
the  act  of  1881,  without  any  compliance  with  the  general 
insurance  law.  Has  the  plaintiff  undertaken  to  do  any  more 
than  this  ?  It  simply  agrees  to  pay  a  specified  sum  when  a 
member  attains  seventy -five  years  of  age,  or  when  by  disease 
or  accident  he  is  prevented  from  following  any  occupation,  or 
upon  his  death.  In  other  words  the  plaintiff,  recognizing  the 
fact  that  '^  physical  disability  "  must  come  to  a  member  by  age 
alone,  though  he  be  exempted  from  disease  and  accident,  and 
that  uncertainty  might  exist  as  to  its  actual  presence  unless  a 
specific  time  was  fixed  when  it  should  be  deemed  to  be 
present,  has  declared  that  the  arrival  of  the  age  of  seventy- 
five  years  —  a  period  of  life  five  years  beyond  the  allotted 
days  of  man,  and  the  period  of  his  usefulness  to  the  state  in  a 
judicial  capacity  —  shall  be  deemed  a  "  physical  disability," 
which  shall  entitle  a  member  to  a  benefit,  from  a  relief  fund, 
which  he  has  helped  to  create.  As  in  fact  and  in  truth,  in 
every  case  where  a  person  reaches  the  age  of  seventy-five  years, 
^'physical  disability,"  greater  or  less,  must  be  present, 
the  undertaking  of  the  plaintiff  is  not  different  from  one 
depending  upon  the  coming  of  physical  infirmities  by  reason 
of  age.  The  contracts,  it  makes,  simply  remove  all  uncer- 
tainty by  the  specification  of  a  time,  upon  the  arrival  of  which 
^'  physical  disability "  shall  be  deemed  to  be  present,  and 
which  time  is  one  that  not  only  divine  and  human  laws,  but 
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oar  experience  as  well,  recognize  as  a  period  of  life  when  it 
is  certain  to  be  present,  though  in  some  instances  its  presence 
is  less  clearly  manifested  than  in  others. 

For  the  reasons  which  have  been  stated  I  am  forced  to  the 
conclnsion  that  the  plaintiff  is  amenable  to  the  law  of  ^881, 
and  not  to  the  general  insurance  statutes  of  the  State ;  and 
that  the  article  of  its  by-laws  which  provides  for  the  payment 
of  a  benefit  to  a  member  upon  his  attaining  the  age  of 
seventy-five  years,  is  one  rendered  proper  by  the  occurrence  of 
an  "  other  physical  disability  "  of  a  member,  within  the  true 
intent  and  meaning  of  those  words,  as  used  in  the  act  afore- 
said. 

Before  proceeding  to  the  discussion  of  the  second  question 
which  this  motion  involves,  it  should  be  stated  that  section  4  of 
chapter  256  of  the  Laws  of  1881,  is  not  applicable  to  the  plain- 
tiff. That  section  excepts  from  its  operations,  associations  and 
societies,  which  ^'  are  now  doing  business  within  this  state," 
and  as  the  plaintiff  had  been  doing  business  within  this  state 
for  eight  months  when  the  law  was  enacted,  it  required  no  cer- 
tificate of  authority  so  to  do  from  the  superintendent  of 
insurance  as  is  by  such  section  required  from  companies  which, 
subsequently  to  the  passage  of  the  law,  undertake  to  do  busi- 
ness within  this  commonwealth.  As  the  plaintiff  has  com- 
plied with  all  the  requirements  of  the  act  of  1881  (this  is 
assumed  because  not  questioned),  it  is  clearly  entitled  to  carry 
on  its  operations  in  this  state,  unmolested  by  any  improper 
interference  from  the  defendant  or  any  other  person,  and 
this  brings  us  to  the  inquiry :  Has  the  defendant  improperly 
and  unlawfully  sought  to  injure  the  plaintiff  in  its  business  t 

The  complaint  proceeds  upon  the  theory  that  the  defendant 
as  superintendent  of  insurance  has  improperly  written  to 
parties  to  dissuade  them  from  uniting  with  any  of  the  plain- 
tiff's branches  in  this  state,  threatening  them  with  legal  penal- 
ties in  case  of  their  becoming  members,  and  has  thus 
seriously  injured  the  plaintiff  in  its  business.  If  this  had 
been  wantonly  and  maliciously  done,  as  the  complaint  charges, 
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the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  the  injunction  it  seekfl  to 
restrain  such  conduct.  The  defendant  is,  however,  a  high 
officer  of  the  state  to  whom  such  conduct  should  not  be  attri- 
buted, except  upon  the  clearest  proof.  He  emphatically  denies 
any  such  interference  as  has  been  imputed  to  him  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  shows  by  much  detail  of  statement,  the  times 
and  occasions  when  he  has  expressed  an  opinion  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  its  business. 

All  these  utterances,  whether  spoken  or  written,  were  made 
when  he  was  officially  interrogated  and  were  evidently  pro- 
mulgated in  good  faith.  It  is  not  the  office  of  an  injunction 
nor  the  prerogative  of  this  court  to  dictate  to  an  officer  of  the 
state  his  views  as  to  the  proper  construction  of  a  law.  He 
can  only  be  compelled  to  do  what  the  law  commands  him 
to  do,  or  be  restrained  from  doing  an  act  to  another's  injury 
which  he  has  no  power  to  do,  but  he  cannot  by  injunction  be 
prevented  from  expressing  in  a  lawful  and  proper  manner  his 
views  of  the  legality  of  a  business  when  he  is  actuated  by  no 
malice  or  evil  intent.  Upon  the  allegations  of  the  defendant's 
answering  papers  the  preliminary  injunction  asked  for  must 
be  refused.  A  trial  of  the  action,  which  will  more  perfectly 
develop  the  case,  will  enable  the  court  to  proceed  with  more 
certainty.  As,  however,  our  construction  of  the  act  of  1881 
differs  wholly  from  that  of  the  defendant,  no  costs  upon  the 
denial  of  this  motion  will  be  given,  but  they  will  abide  the 
final  determination  of  the  suit 
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K  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
William  B.  Pabkbb  agt  Riohabd  C.  Spbaik. 

JmpriicmmerU  for  debt^AUom^t  lien  for  cosU — Bight  of  attorney  for  a 
dtfisndarU  to  iimpriaon  pUUnUff  to  coUeet  Am  co9ti  —  Oode  of  0ml  Proeodare, 
ucHans  66,  549,  1487. 

Under  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  in  an  action  in  which  the  defendant 

is  liable  to  arrest,  and  in  which  the  plaintiff  is  unsucceesful  in  his  suit. 

the  latter  may  be  arrested  and  imprisoned  by  the  defendant's  attorney 

on  a  claim  for  costs. 
And  this  is  true,  although  the  plaintiff  did  not  exercise  his  right  to  arrest 

the  defendant,  and  although  he  may  have  a  perfectly  good  case,  but 

loses  his  suit  on  a  mere  technicality. 

Special  Term^  February^  1882, 
Motion  to  vacate  execution  against  the  person. 
ChaHes  StratufSj  for  plaintiff^  for  motion. 
Jacob  JPrommey  for  defendant,  in  opposition. 

Abnoux,  J.  —  Under  the  old  Code  an  attorney  was  regarded 
as  the  equitable  assignee  of  the  judgment  to  the  extent  of  his 
claim  for  services.  The  payment  thereof  he  had  a  right  to 
enforce  by  execution,  if  he  had  a  lien  {Haight  agt.  Holc^mby 
16  How.^  160).  If  the  judgment  were  for  costs,  that  carried 
notice  of  itself  on  the  attorney's  lien,  and  payment  to  the 
party  was  wrongful  {McGregor  agt.  Gomatock^  28  N,  F.,  237 ; 
Marshall  agt.  Meech,  51  N.  T.,  140). 

Even  where  a  judgment  had  not  been  obtained,  a  settle- 
.ment  between  the  parties  without  notice  was  not  permitted 
to  deprive  the  attorney  of  his  right  to  collect  costs  {Raaqui/n, 
agt.  Knickerbocher  Stage  Co.^  21  How,^  293;  Dielz  agt. 
McCallv/m^  44  How.y  494,  amd  cases  cited). 
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The  new  Code  embodied  the  previoiis  decisions  in  section 
66,  and  made  the  existence  of  the  relation  of  attorney  and 
client  statutory  notice  of  the  attorney's  rights,  and  gave  him 
a  lien  for  its  compensation. 

In  this  case  it  is  conceded  by  the  parties  that  if  the  plain- 
tiff had  succeeded  in  his  cause  of  action,  he  would  have  the 
right  to  enforce  the  collection  of  his  recovery  by  issuing  an 
execution  against  the  person  of  the  defendant.  In  such  a 
case  it  has  been  held  that  where  the  plaintiff  fails,  he  himself 
is  liable  to  an  execution  against  his  person,  although  the 
defendant  was  not  in  fact  arrested  nor  attempted  to  be 
arrested  {Klappenberg  agt  Neefu%^  6  Sujpr.  Ct  R,  [4  Soendf-ly 
655). 

The  case  of  OaUin  agt.  Adirondack  Company  (81  JV.  Y.y 
639,  reversing  27  Supreme  Ct  [20  J7un],  19)  is  an  instructive 
case  on  this  question,  and  affords  an  excellent  illustration  of 
the  law  as  it  now  stands.  The  plaintiff  brought  his  action 
against  defendant,  a  common  carrier,  for  loss  of  property 
amounting  to  $400.  The  cause  was  referred,  and  on  the 
referee's  report  judgment  was  entered  in  plaintiff's  favor. 
On  account  of  errors  in  the  trial  the  judgment  was  reversed 
and  a  new  trial  ordered.  At  that  time  it  was  not  universally 
understood  that  such  a  reversal  continued  the  cause  before  the 
same  referee,  and  the  plaintiff  refused  to  appear  on  notice 
before  the  original  referee,  who  thereupon  dismissed  the  com- 
plaint. The  attorney  for  plaintiff,  instead  of  applying  to  the 
court  for  relief,  stood  upon  what  he  supposed  to  be  his  legal 
rights  and  was  beaten.  The  result  was  that  the  plaintiff  was 
by  a  technicality  defeated  in  his  action  with  a  judgment  of 
more  than  $500  costs  against  him.  Defendant  then  issued  an 
execution  therefor,  which  was  returned  unsatisfied,  and  there- 
upon a  second  execution  was  issued  against  the  person.  This 
was  set  aside  by  the  court  of  appeals  only  because  the  com- 
plaint was  construed  to  state  a  cause  of  action  in  contract  and 
not  in  tort.  Of  the  real  merits  of  this  controversy  of  course 
we  cannot  speak ;  but  assuming  that  plaintiff  had  a  clear 
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right  of  recovery  if  he  had  framed  his  complaint  in  the  ordi- 
nary form,  he  would  have  Jost  his  property,  and  then  been 
sent  to  jail  until  he  had  paid  $500  for  the  privilege  of  suing. 
And  in  this  case  cited,  as  the  defendant  was  a  corporation,  if 
plaintiff  had  recovered  he  could  not  have  arrested  anybody. 

It  necessarily  follows,  from  the  above  authorities,  that  as 
the  action  was  one  in  which  the  defendant  could  have  been 
arrested,  the  attorney  for  the  defendant  has  the  right  to 
imprison  the  plaintiff  to  collect  his  costs. 

We  are  proud  of  our  legislation  abolishing  imprisonment 
*for  debt ;  and  our  statutes  on  that  subject  mark  an  epoch  in 
the  history  of  the  liberty  of  the  citizen.  It  is  difficult  to 
imagine  a  more  outrageous  case  of  unjust  exception  to  that 
law  than  the  case  at  bar.  Here  a  plaintiff  seeking  redress  for 
a  wrong—  a  wrong  it  may  be  that  compelled  him  to  frame 
his  complaint  in  tort  —  is  beaten ;  how  or  why,  the  papers  do 
not  disclose.  The  defendant  consents  to  relieve  him  from  all 
costs,  and  then  the  attorney  steps  in  and  not  only  says  this 
cannot  be  done,  but  '^  I  will  imprison  this  plaintiff  if  he  does 
not  pay  my  costs."  The  plaintiff  and  defendant's  attorney 
are  strangers ;  have  never  contracted  with  each  other,  have 
never  wronged  each  other,  and  yet  this  attorney  in  defiance  of 
the  wishes  of  all  other  parties  concerned  can  issue  this  process. 
Nothing  of  the  kind  can  be  done  in  England,  for  it  has  there 
been  expressly  held  that  the  attorney  has  no  lien  upon  the 
body  of  the  judgment  debtor  for  his  costs  {Martin  agt 
FranciSy  1  Chitj  241 ;  Man  agt.  Smith,  4  Bar^i.  and  Add., 
.466),  and  I  trust  that  this  anomaly  will  be  rectified  here. 
The  legislature,  in  my  opinion,  ought  immediately  to  amend 
the  Code  so  that  no  execution  against  the  body  should  be 
issued  for  costs  only. 

The  arguments  against  this  have  not,  to  my  mind,  even  the 
merit  of  speciousness.  They  are  simply  the  reiteration  of 
old  proverbs  that  those  who  take  the  sword  should  perish  by 
the  sword. 

But  the  judiciary  have  no  power  to  make  the  law.    They 
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must  administer  it  as  they  find  it,  and  tnxst  toan  enlightened 
pnblic  sentiment  to  repeal,  alter  or  modify  oppressive  laws. 
I  am  with  great  relnctance  constrained  to  deny  the  motion. 

Note. —  We  cheerfully  call  attention  to  the  remarks  of  the  judge  at  the 
dose  of  the  foregoing  opinion,  and  fully  en  dorse  his  criticism  of  the  pro- 
Tision  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  referred  to,  and  trust  his  sugges- 
tion as  to  amending  the  same  **  so  that  no  execution  against  the  body 
should  be  allowed  to  issue  for  costs  only/'  may  be  heeded  by  our  present 
legislature.  Imprisonment  for  debt  is  a  relic  of  barbarism,  and  although 
in  the  few  cases  in  which  it  is  retained  in  this  state,  its  object  is  mainly  to 
force  the  payment  of  debts  by  dishonest  and  fraudulent  debtors,  the 
power  is  of tener  abused  for  purposes  of  persecution  than  it  is  fairly  used 
for  legitimate  ends. — (Ed. 


SUPEEME  COURT. 

Gbosoe  Weyh  agt  Felix  Botlak  and  others. 

Mortgage  forecLomire —  Conteyanee  of  mortgaged  premiaee  by  mortgagor  afUr 
lit  pendens  JUed — Mortgagor  dies  during  pendency  qf  action  —  Againsl 
whom  should  action  he  remoed—  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  sees.  765-1661. 

Where  an  action  was  commenced  by  A.  against  B.  to  foreclose  a  mortgage, 
and,  after  Us  pendens  filed,  B.  conreyed  the  premises  to  C,  and  there 
after  B.  died  and  C.  was  made  administrator  of  B.,  the  action  was 
revived  and  continued  against  C,  as  administrator,  and  a  decree  of 
foreclosure  and  sale  was  entered: 

Sdd,  that  the  action  was  properly  revived.  Under  section  1671  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  C,  as  a  grantee  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the 
Us  pendens,  is  bound  by  all  the  proceedings  in  the  action  to  the  same, 
extent  as  if  he  were  a  party  and  his  equity  of  redemption  was  cut  off 
by  the  decree. 

Whether  a  judgment  in  personam  for  deficiency  could  be  entered  against 
C,  qiuBref 

Special  Term^  February^  1882. 

This  motion  is  made  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  the 
purchaser  to  complete  his  purchase  on  the  sale  under  the 
decree  entered  in  tiiis  action. 


n 
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The  facts  in  the  case  are  as  follows : 

In  April,  1878,  this  action  was  commenced  by  the  plaintifE 
against  the  defendant,  Felix  Boylan  and  others,  to  forelose  a 
mortgage  npon  the  premises  described  in  the  decree  in  this 
action.  A  Ids  pendens  in  said  action  was  dnly  filed  in  the 
office  of  the  clerk  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York.  At 
that  time  Felix  Boylan  was  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  premises. 
An  answer  was  put  in  by  said  defendant  Boyhm,  and  the 
cause  tried  November  11,  1878,  before  Mr.  Justice  Vak 
B&UNT,  and  a  judgment  was  thereafter  entered  dismissing  the 
plaintiff's  complaint  An  appeal  was  taken  by  the  plaintiff 
from  this  judgment,  and  pending  such  appeal,  and  before 
argument  at  the  general  term,  on  the  2d  day  of  July,  1879, 
the  defendant,  Felix  Boylan,.  duly  conveyed  the  premises  to 
one  Michael  S.  Boylan. 

Pending  the  appeal,  and  before  the  argument,  and  after 
the  conveyance  above,  Felix  Boylan,  the  defendant,  died ;  his 
death  occurred  September  2,  1879.  On  the  27th  day  of 
October,  1879,  an  order  was  made  reviving  this  action  against 
Michael  8.  Boylan,  the  administrator  of  the  goods,  chattels 
and  credits  of  Felix  Boylan,  deceased.  The  appeal  from  the 
judgment  dismissing  the  complaint  was  argued  in  January, 
1880,  and  the  judgment  of  the  special  term  affirmed. 

From  this  judgment  of  affirmance  an  appeal  was  taken  by 
the  plaintiff  to  the  court  of  appeals,  which  appeal  was  argued 
May  9, 1881,  and  the  judgment  of  the  special  term  and  general 
term  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  was  ordered. 

All  these  facts  appear  by  the  papers  on  the  case  and  the 
judgment. 

The  cause  was  tried  in  1881,  and  a  judgment  of  fore- 
closure and  sale  entered. 

Outside  of  the  judgment  roll  appears  the  fact  that  it  is  very 
doubtful  if  Michael  S.  Boylan,  the  administrator  of  Felix 
Boylan,  deceased,  was  living  when  the  cause  was  tried  in  1881, 
or  when  it  was  argued  in  the  court  of  appeals  in  May, 
1881. 
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Tovmaend  dk  Mdhany  for  purchaser. 

I.  The  coart  will  not  compel  a  purchaser  to  accept  a  doubt- 
ful title.  A  purchaser  on  a  partition  or  foreclosure  sale  has 
a  right  to  expect  that  he  will  acquire  a  good  title.  He  should 
not  be  left  to  the  uncertainty  of  a  doubtful  title,  or  the  hazard 
of  a  contest  with  other  parties  which  may  seriously  affect  the 
value  of  the  property  if  he  desires  to  sell  it  (Jordcm  agt 
PaiUon  et  al.,  77  IT.  T.,  619,  621). 

II.  This  action  was  originally  commenced  against  Felix 
Boylan  the  mortgagor  and  owner  of  the  fee  during  his  life- 
time, and  a  notice  of  Usjperidens  was  duly  filed.  After  a 
judgment  in  his  favor,  and  pending  an  appeal  by  the  plaintiff 
from  such  judgment,  he  conveyed  the  premises  to  Midiael  S. 
Boylan.  Before  argument  of  the  appeal  from  such  judgment 
Felix  Boylan,  the  original  defendant,  dies.  The  question  now 
arises  whom  should  this  action  be  revived  against  ?  The 
plaintiff  assumed  that  it  should  be  revived  against  the  admin- 
istrator of  the  goods,  chattels  and  credits  of  Felix  Boylan, 
deceased,  and  not  against  his  successors  in  interest.  This,  it  is 
claimed  by  the  purchaser  at  the  sale,  is  erroneous,  for  the 
reason  that  the  administrator  is  not  the  successor  in  inter- 
est of  the  defendant.  The  fee  of  the  land  did  not  vest 
in  the  administrator,  and  the  order  of  revival  against  him 
was  a  nullity,  except  as  enabling  the  plaintiff  to  enter  a 
judgment  for  deficiency  against  the  estate  of  Felix  Boylan, 
deceased. 

in.  The  Code  prescribes  that  nb  action  shall  abate  by  the 
death  of  a  party,  but  that  the  same  may  be  revived  against 
the  personal  representatives  or  successor  in  interest  if  the  cause 
of  action  survive.  In  this  case  the  action  being  one  in  rem, 
did  not  the  action  survive  against  the  successor  in  interest, 
and  should  not  the  revival  have  been  against  him } 

lY.  The  judgment  entered  in  this  action  is  against  Felix 
Boylan,  the  deceased,  and  Michael  S.  Boylan,  his  administrator. 
The  difficulty  is  that  inasmuch  as  Felix  Boylan  died  before  the 
trial  of  this  action,  upon  which  the  judgment  was  entered,  such 
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judgment  against  him  is  utterly  and  entirely  invalid  and 
absolutely  void  {see  Code^  see.  765),  and  therefore  as  far  as  the 
judgment  is  in  form  against  him,  it  is  no  judgment,  and  there 
being  no  judgment  against  the  person  who  was  the  owner  of 
the  fee  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action,  it  fol- 
lows that  there  is  no  judgment  in  existence  which  could  cut 
ofi  his  grantee. 

V.  When  order  of  revival  was  made  should  it  not  have 
been  upon  a  supplemental  complaint  ?  If  this  was  necessary 
there  was  none  in  this  case. 

YI.  It  having  been  impossible,  after  the  death  of  Felix 
Boylan,  to  have  entered  any  valid  judgment  against  him,  it 
was  necessary  to  have  had,  from  the  time  of  the  death  of  Felix 
Boylan,  the  person  who  succeeded  to  his  interest  in  the  estate 
before  the  court  before  any  judgment  cutting  off  his  right 
of  redemption  could  have  been  entered.  In  other  words,  if 
Felix  Boylan  had  lived,  a  judgment  of  foreclosure  would  have 
cut  off  Michael  S.  Boylan,  who  succeeded  to  his  ownership  of 
the  fee  after  the  filing  of  the  lis  pendens  /  but  Felix  dying 
before  the  trial  it  was  necessary  from  that  time  to  have  before 
the  court  the  person  succeeding  to  his  interest 

VLl.  It  may  be  claimed  that  Michael  S.  Boylan  being  made 
a  defendant,  as  administrator,  &c.,  was  before  the  court.  This 
did  not  bring  him  before  the  court  in  his  individual  capacity. 
He  was  brought  in  specifically  as  the  representative  of  the 
goods,  chattels  and  credits  of  the  deceased,  not  as  the  owner 
of,  nor  having  any  interest  in  the  fee,  but  merely  for  tlie  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  a  judgment  for  deficiency  against  the  estate 
of  the  deceased.  Any  judgment  against  him  is  administrator 
in  no  way  cuts  off  his  right  as  the  individual  owner  of  the  fee 
to  redeem. 

Vin.  From  the  affidavit  submitted,  relative  to  Michael^  S. 
Boylan  the  administrator,  it  is  very  doubtful  if  said  adminis- 
trator was  living  at  the  time  of  the  trial  of  this  action,  or  of 
the  entry  of  the  judgment  therein. 

IX.  As  the  law  stood  before  the  Code,  it  is  expressly  held 
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in  Story's  Equity  Pleadings  (section  829),  that  if  a  change  of 
litigation  is  occasioned  by  or  in  consequence  of  the  death  of  a 
party  whose  interest  is  not  determined  by  his  death  *  *  * 
the  proceedings  become  abated  or  discontinued  either  in  part 
or  in  the  whole.  For  as  far  as  the  interest  of  a  party  dying 
extends  there  is  no  longer  any  person  before  the  court  by 
whom  or  against  whom  the  suit  can  be  prosecuted.  Again 
by  section  364  {Id.)j  the  death  *  *  *  of  one  of  the 
original  parties  is  the  most  common,  if  not  the  sole  cause 
of  the  abatement  of  a  suit  in  equity.  As  the  interest  of 
a  plaintiff  usually  extends  to  the  whole  suit,  therefore  in 
general  from  the  death  of  a  plaintiff  all  proceedings  become 
abated.  *  *  *  Upon  death  of  the  defendant  likewise  all 
proceeding  become  abated  as  to  that  defendant.  Under  sec- 
tion 354  a,  a  bill  of  revivor,  properly  so-called,  lies  only  by 
or  against  the  persons  who  are  the  proper  representatives  of  a 
deceased  party.  If  the  suit  respects  the  personal  assets  of  the 
deceased  party,  his  executor  or  administrator  is  the  only 
proper  party  by  or  against  whom  the  revivor  is  to  be.  If  the 
suit  respects  the  real  estate  of  the  deceased  party,  his  heirs  are 
the  proper  parties.  And  this  same  doctrine  is  held  through  the 
whole  chapter  as  to  supplemental  bills  {Chapter  8,  hUU  not 
arigmal)j  the  very  gist  of  the  whole  doctrine  being  that  a 
change  of  interest  from  a  Uving  defendant  to  a  living  party, 
leaves  the  subject  of  litigation  in  equity  still  before  the  court ; 
but  if  the  party  whose  interest  is  affected  is  not  living  at  the 
time  of  the  trial  of  the  action,  then  the  action  absolutely  abates 
and  must  be  revived  by  supplemental  bill  against  the  party  who 
succeeds  to  the  interest  of  the  deceased ;  if  personal  property, 
then  against  his  administrator ;  if  realty,  then  against  his  heirs 
or  assigns.  In  other  words,  there  must  be  a  living  party  at 
the  time  of  the  trial  who  represents  the  equity  of  redemption. 
The  exact  point  both  by  the  Code  and  by  section  366, 
Story's  Equity  Pleadings,  and  by  all  the  decisions  running 
through  the  cases  in  this  state,  is  that  where  a  decree  has 
been  signed  and  enrolled,  or  even  where  a  trial  has  been  had^ 
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jndj^ent  may  be  entered  and  enforced  in  form  against  the 
deceased  party,  but  always  remains  the  principle  that  if  a 
party  dies  before  trial,  his  successor  in  interest  must  at  the  time 
of  the  trial  be  before  the  court.  An  order  should  be  entered 
discharging  the  purchaser,  and  directing  the  repayment  of 
the  ten  per  cent  by  the  referee,  and  out  of  any  proceeds  on  a 
resale  of  the  auctioneer's  fees  and  expenses  of  search. 

L.  P.  Eirohies  and  Ja>o6b  A,  Oro9Sy  for  plaintiff. 

I.  It  is  not  denied  that  when  the  complaint  and  Us  pendens 
were  originally  filed  all  necessary  parties  were  joined  and 
brought  before  the  court. 

II.  The  defendant,  Felix  Boylan,  having  parted  with  his 
interest  pendente  lite^  his  heirs  were  not  on  his  death  either 
necessary  or  proper  parties.  The  action  could  only  be  con- 
tinued as  against  his  personal  representatives,  and  this  was 
done. 

in.  Michael  S.  Boylan,  the  purchaser  of  the  equity,  was 
also  the  administrator  of  the  estate  of  Felix  Boylan,  deceased. 
The  action  was  continued  as  against  him  and  he  appeared  by 
attorney.  The  fact  that  he  is  called  administrator,  &c.,  does 
not  alter  this.  Having  been  brought  before  the  court,  juris- 
diction was  acquired  over  him  in  eveiy  capacity  in  which  he 
might  have  an  interest  in  or  claim  to  the  mortgaged  premises. 

lY.  But  it  was  not  necessary  to  continue  the  action  as 
against  the  grantee  of  Felix  Boylan  at  all.  He  came  in  after 
the  filing  of  the  Us  pendens^  and  was  bound  by  all  proceed- 
ings taken  in  the  action  to  the  same  extent  as  if  he  was  a 
party  to  the  action  {Code  of  Civil  Pro.^  sees.  1670,  1671). 

Y.  The  effect  of  the  conveyance  upon  this  sale  is  declared 
by  section  1632.  It  is  an  entire  bar  against  each  party  to  the 
action  who  was  duly  summoned  and  every  person  claiming 
from,  through  or  under  a  party  by  title  accruing  after  the 
filing  of  the  notice. 

TI.  The  Code  has  merely  enacted  a  well  established  maxim 
-of  equity  jurisprudence  {Story* s  JEq.y  sees.  405,  406,  409). 
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VII.  The  authorities  under  the  old  Code  uniformly  held 
in  accordance  with  the  doctrine  of  equity  that  the  decree 
entered  in  the  suit  binds  the  purchasers  {Cleveland  agt. 
Boerum,  24  .iT.  7.,  610 ;  affi/rm/mg  S.  (7.,  27  JBarb.,  252 ; 
HwrrmgUm  agt.  Slade^  22  Bosw.j  162 ;  Oristoold  agt.  Miller^ 
15  id.j  520;  Zeiter  agt.  Bowman^  6  id.<^  133;  People  agt. 
ConneUy^  8  Ahb.  Pr.^  128 ;  Chapmcm  agt.  ITe*^,  17  iV.  F., 
125  ;  affirmmg  S.  6\,  10  ^^(W.,  367). 

VIII.  Not  only  the  parties,  but  also  all  in  privity  with  them 
are  bound  {Craig  agt.  Wordy  1  Ahb.  Ct,  App.  Deo.y  454; 
FuUer  agt.  Scrihnery  76  N.  F.,  190). 

IX.  The  provisions  of  the  Code  prescribing  the  proceed- 
ings in  an  action  after  death  of  a  party  defendant  have  no 
application  to  actions  of  foreclosure  so  far  as  such  actions  are 
proceedings  m  rem.  If  at  the  time  of  filing  the  lie  pendens 
all  parties  are  properly  before  the  court,  no  subsequent  event, 
whether  the  act  of  the  parties  or  otherwise,  can  interfere 
with  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  proceed.  A  perfect  title  to 
the  property  can  be  conveyed.  Whether  a  judgment  in  per- 
sonam for  deficiency  can  be  entered  is  a  question  which  does 
not  arise  here.  The  objection  made  to  the  title  is  without 
force  and  the  purchaser  should  be  compelled  to  take  or  con-< 
sent  to  a  resale. 

Babrett,  J.  —  The  only  question  is  whether  Michael  S. 
Boylan's  equity  of  redemption  was  cut  off  by  the  decree.  It 
is  conceded  that  it  would  have  been  cut  off  had  his  grantor, 
Felix  Boylan,  lived.  The  claim  is  that  because  of  Felix's 
death  pendente  lite^  the  equity  could  be  cut  off  only  by  mak- 
ing Michael  a  party.  I  am  unable  to  perceive  why  this 
incident  should  affect  the  question.  Under  section  1671  of 
the  Code,  Michael,  as  a  grantee  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the 
Us  pendenSf  is  bound  by  all  proceedings  in  the  action  to  the 
same  extent  as  if  he  were  a  party.  The  purchaser  would 
read  this  section  as  though  the  words  ^^  unless  his  grantor  shall 
die  before  judgment "  were  added.    Felix's  heirs  cannot  com- 
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plain,  as  the  equity  had  been  conveyed ;  nor  can  the  grantee, 
for  the  reason  above  stated.  The  point  made  by  the  pur- 
chaser is  not  that  there  was  no  revival,  but  that  the  action 
was  not  properly  revived  —  it  is  true  against  Michael's  per- 
sonal representatives.  But  whether  the  court  should  proceed 
by  bringing  in  these  personal  representatives  or  the  heirs-at- 
law,  or  the  successor  in  interest  to  the  equity  of  redemption, 
was  a  question  necessarily  determined  before  granting  judg- 
ment of  foreclosure  and  sale.  By  that  determination  all 
parties  are  bound ;  and  practically  there  can  be  no  prejudice, 
as  Michael  had  full  notice  and  was  made  a  party  as  Felix's 
administrator.  I  think  the  purchaser  will  get  a  good  title, 
and  that  we  are  not  asking  him  to  purchase  a  law  suit  nor  a 
doubtful  title.  Upon  the  whole  the  motion  to  compel  him  to 
complete  must  be  granted,  but,  as  the  question  seems  to  be 
new,  without  costs. 


SUPKEME  COUKT. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Brooklyn  Rapid  Transtt  CoMPAinr. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  East  Bfveb  and  Const  Island  Bapid 

TsANsrr  Company. 

Ill&tated  raUroadi^  Bapid  tfraniU  act — Xa«M</1876,  chapter  iM  —  Condi' 
iians  precedent  to  etmstruction — Oompensatian  to  ownen  of  prtfper^  taken 
— Bights  of  abutting  oumere. 

The  supreme  court  has  the  power  and  it  is  their  duty  to  review  the  report 
of  commissioners  appointed  by  the  general  term,  pnrsuant  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  rapid  transit  act  of  1875  (see,  4),  upon  the  facts,  and,  after 
a  consideration  of  aU  the  circumstances,  to  determine  the  question 
whether  private  rights  and  interests  should  be  yielded  for  the  sake  of 
the  public  good. 

Ko  man's  property  should  be  taken  for  or  injuriously  affected  by  the 
construction  or  operation  of  an  elevated  railroad,  except  ujran  the  con- 
dition that  compensation  for  all  damages  sustained  by  him  thereby 
dumld  be  made. 
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Ample  protection  a^cainst  direct  invasionfl  of  the  rights  of  priyate  property 
is  afforded  by  the  constitution.  It  cannot  be  taken  for  public  use  with- 
out compensation. 

But  it  seems  a  mooted  question  whether  owners  of  property  which  merely 
abuts  upon  the  street,  and  not  actually  taken  by  the  railroad  corpora- 
tion, although  injuriously  affected,  are  protected  by  the  constitutional 
provision  referred  to. 

The  right  to  construct  elevated  railroads  in  streets  should  be  made  to 
depend  upon  their  providing  a  suitable  and  sufficient  indemnity  to 
abutting  owners  against  any  damages  which  they  may  sustain  thereby; 
or,  if  they  may  justly  be  deemed  too  onerous,  then  provision  should  be 
made  by  law  for  such  indemnity  in  some  other  mode.  Until  such 
indemnity,  in  a  suitable  form,  shall  have  been  provided,  the  Hght  to 
construct  should  be  denied. 

Second  DepmrtmerUy  Oenerdt  Term,  F^bruomi,  1882. 

In  the  first  case  the  general  term  appointed  three  commis- 
sioners, under  the  rapid  transit  act  of  1875  [^eo.  4).  The 
commissioners  reported  against  the  petitioners,  and  in  favor 
of  the  property  owners  on*  the  proposed  route  in  the  city  of 
Brooklyn  for  the  construction  of  an  elevated  railroad. 

The  company  now  move  to  modify  the  report,  and  the 
property  owners  on  Fulton  and  other  streets  move  to  confirm  it. 

Bergen  ds  Dyhma/n,,  tor  Bapid  Transit  Company. 

jT.  C.  Cronin,  for  property  owners. 

In  the  second  case  the  three  commissioners  reported  against 
part  of  the  proposed  route  for  an  elevated  railroad,  and  in 
favor  of  part  of  it,  through  Pearl  and  other  streets  in  the  city 
of  Brooklyn,  as  asked  for  by  the  petitioners.  A  motion  was 
now  made  to  confirm  the  same. 

J.  H.  Bergen  and  Jeeee  Johnaony  tor  Transit  Company. 

David  Ba/mett  and  N,  H,  ClemenUy  opposed,  for  property 
owners. 
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The  following  opinions  were  delivered  and  adopted  as  the 
law  of  each  cafie,  and  motion  to  modify  in  one  case  and  the 
motion  to  confirm  in  the  other  denied : 

Babna&d,  p.  J,  —  The  report  ahonld  not  be  confirmed. 
The  proposed  elevated  road  passes  through  many  streets  of 
the  city  of  Brooklyn  of  various  widths.  It  crosses  many 
others.  It  most  be  assmned  that  in  many  cases  the  abutting 
owner  does  not  own  the  fee  of  the  street  itself.  Many  owners 
are  bounded  by  the  side  of  the  street  to  be  taken,  and  others 
own  the  fee  of  the  street,  subject  to  the  public  easement  upon 
it  as  a  street.  The  streets  are  in  many  cases  completely  built 
up.  The  proposed  route  passes  many  places  of  business  and 
many  dwelUnge. 

It  must  also  be  assumed  that  in  some  cases  large  damage  is 
to  be  suffered  by  abutting  owners.  The  act  under  which  the 
road  is  to  be  built  makes  no  provision  for  compensation  for 
the  injury  to  the  buildings  and  premises  fronting  on  the 
streets. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  discloses  many  persons  who  believe 
their  p«,perty  wiU  be  ruined  by  the  road  The  right  to  their 
damages  is  questioned.  If  they  do  not  own  the  fee  of  the 
street  their  property  rights  are  said  not  to  be  taken  or  affected. 
If  they  do  own  to  the  center  of  the  street,  can  they  get  more 
than  the  diffej^nce  between  a  street  with  and  without  a  rail- 
road upon  it  ?  If  the  fee  is  owned  by  another  than  the  abut- 
ting owner,  his  rights  are  merely  nominal,  and  still  that  may 
be  all  which  is  to  be  paid  for  the  disturbance  of  the  owner  of 
the  premises  bounded  upon  the  street.  While  these  questions 
are  unsettled  I  am  unalterably  opposed  to  the  confirmation  of 
this  report. 

No  magnitude  of  the  public  benefit  to  result  from  the 
building  of  this  road  will  compensate  for  the  injustice  to  be 
done  by  a  partial  destruction  in  value  of  the  property  of  a 
single  owner  without  compensation.  What  this  compensation 
is  to  be  will  be  determined  after  the  legislature  provides  a 
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scheme  of  compensation  which  shall  embrace  the  injury,  by  a 
commission  or  by  a  jury.  The  amomit  awarded  should  first 
be  paid  to  the  owner,  as  is  required  in  the  case  of  railroads 
constructed  under  the  general  law.  There  should  be  no  taking 
first  and  payment  afterward,  as  each  owner  shall  be  able  to 
force  the  assessment  against  the  opposition  of  the  railroad. 
Without,  therefore,  examining  the  question  whether  the  rail- 
road proposed  is  really  rapid  transit  or  is  a  mere  incident  to 
Ooney  Island  travel,  the  motion  for  confirmation  should  be 
denied. 

Gilbert,  J. —  The  constitution  of  the  state  requires,  as  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  construction  of  a  street  railroad, 
that  the  consent  of  the  owners  of  one-half  in  value  of  the 
property  bounded  on  that  portion  of  the  street  upon  which  it 
is  proposed  to  construct  such  railroad  shall  be  first  obtained, 
or  in  case  the  consent  of  such  property  owners  cannot  be 
obtained,  then  the  determination  of  commissioners  appointed 
by  this  court  that  such  railroad  ought  to  be  constructed,  con- 
firmed by  the  court,  may  be  taken  in  lieu  of  the  consent  of 
the  property  owners.  The  petitioner  is  a  corporation  organized 
pursuant  to  the  act  known  as  the  rapid  transit  act,  and  that 
act  contained  the  same  requirement  {Const,  aH^  3,  sec.  18; 
Laws  1875,  ofiofp,  606).  This  is  an  application  by  the  cor- 
poration to  confirm  a  determination  of  commissioners  that  the 
railroad  which  it  proposes  to  cx>nstruct  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn, 
and  to  operate  by  steam  power,  ought  to  be  constructed  and 
operated,  notwithstanding  the  requisite  consent  of  the  prop- 
erty owners  has  not  been  obtained  and  the  corporation  has 
made  no  provision  for  compensating  such  owners  as  may  sus- 
tain damages  by  reason  of  the  construction  and  operation  of 
such  railroad.  It  has  been  decided  by  the  court  of  last  resort 
(82  Sf.  Y.J  95)  that  this  court  has  the  power  and  that  it  is  our 
duty  to  review  the  report  of  the  commissioners  upon  the  facts, 
and,  after  a  consideration  of  all  the  circumstances,  to  determ- 
ine the  question  whether  private  rights  and  interests  should 
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be  yielded  for  the  sake  of  the  pablic  good.  That  being  so,  I 
have  no  hesitation  in  declaring  my  opinion  that  no  man's 
property  shonld  be  taken  for  or  injnrionsly  affected  by  the 
construction  or  operation  of  an  elevated  railroad,  except  upon 
the  condition  that  compensation  for  all  damages  sustained  by 
him  thereby  should  be  made.  Ample  protection  against  direct 
invasions  of  the  rights  of  private  property  is  afforded  by  the 
fundamental  law.  It  cannot  be  taken  for  public  use  without 
compensation.  But  property  which  merely  abuts  upon  the 
street  and  which  the  corporation  does  not  ^^take^'  in  a  techni- 
cal sense,  may  be  injuriously  affected  by  the  railroad.  The 
exclusion  of  light,  the  diffusion  of  oppressive  odors,  smoke 
and  steam«  the  disturbance  created  by  the  rattling  of  the  cars 
and  the  obstruction  of  the  atmosphere,  tend  to  impair  the 
value  of  property.  The  fact  is  indisputable,  that  in  many 
instances  elevated  railroads  operated  by  steam  power  have 
injured  property  which  has  not  been  taken  or  in  any  manner 
appropriated  by  the  corporation  that  runs  thereon.  The  evi- 
dence before  us  shows  that  similar  consequence  will  follow 
the  construction  and  operation  of  the  petitioners'  proposed 
railroad.  The  injustice  of  treating  such  injuries  as  undeserv- 
ing of  compensation  is  perfectly  apparent,  nor  can  any  amount 
of  public  benefit  be  deemed  a  just  compensation  therefor. 
And  yet  it  is  still  a  mooted  question  whether  owners  of  prop- 
erty injuriously  affected  but  not  actually  taken  by  the  railroad 
corporation  are  protected  by  the  constitutional  provision 
referred  to.  That  question  should  be  set  at  rest  before  rail- 
road corporations  are  permitted  to  inflict  further  injuries  upon 
private  property.  Their  right  to  construct  elevated  railroads 
in  streets  should  be  made  dependent  upon  their  providing  a 
suitable  and  su£Scient  indemnity  to  abutting  owners  against 
any  damages  which  they  may  sustain  thereby;  or,  if  they 
may  justly  be  deemed  too  onerous,  then  provision  should  be 
made  by  law  for  such  indemnity  in  some  other  mode.  (Jntil 
such  indemnity  in  a  suitable  form  shall  have  been  provided, 
the  report  ought  not  to  be  confirmed. 
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Dtkmak,  J,  —  It  is  in  the  fundamental  law  of  this  state 
that  no  law  shall  authorize  the  construction  or  operation  of  a 
street  railroad,  except  upon  the  condition  that  the  consent  of 
the  owners  of  one  half  in  value  of  the  property  bounded  on, 
and  the  consent  also  of  the  local  authorities  having  the  con- 
trol of  that  portion  of  a  street  or  highway  upon  which  it  is 
proposed  to  construct  or  operate  such  railroad  be  first  obtained ; 
or,  in  case  the  consent  of  such  property  owners  cannot  be 
lirst  obtained,  the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court  in  the 
district  in  which  it  is  proposed  to  be  constructed  may,  upon 
application,  appoint  three  commissioners,  who  shall  determine, 
after  a  hearing  of  all  parties  interested,  whether  such  railroad 
ought  to  be  constructed  or  operated,  and  their  determination, 
confirmed  by  the  court,  may  be  taken  in  lieu  of  the  consent 
of  tht>  property  owners.  This  constitutional  restriction  was 
respected  in  the  rapid  transit  act  of  1875,  and  the  last  part  of 
section  3  of  that  law  was  made  in  conformity  thereto.  This 
corporation  was  oi^nized  under  these  restrictions,  and  is  now 
in  full  subjection  to  their  entire  scope  and  limitation,  and  so 
it  has  been  conducted  thus  far.  The  first  commission  con« 
templated  has  been  appointed,  and  by  it  a  route  has  been  fixed 
and  determined  for  a  road.  The  effort  to  procure  the  consent 
of  the  requisite  number  of  owners  of  property  bounded  on 
the  streets  on  which  it  was  proposed  to  construct  and  operate 
the  road  resulted  in  failure.  Thereupon  there  were  appointed 
by  the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court  three  commissioners 
to  determine  whether  the  road  ought  to  be  constructed  and 
operated,  and  they  have  made  report  to  the  court  in  favor  of 
construction.  Yet  to  stand  in  place  of  consent  of  the  prop- 
erty holders  their  determination  must  be  confirmed  by  the 
court.  Such  confirmation  is  now  sought  by  the  corporation 
and  resisted  by  the  owners,  and  the  power  to  be  exerted  by 
the  court  is  not  a  mere  formal  function.  It  has  jurisdiction^ 
power  and  duty  to  review  the  whole  case,  examine  all  the 
facts  and  determine,  in  the  exercise  of  sound  judicial  discre- 
tion, whether  they  are  sufficient  to  warrant  the  determination 
Vol.  LXII        52 
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of  the  commiBfiioners  {Matter  of  Kings  County  ElewUed 
BaUway  Company^  82  N.  Y.j  95).  Plain  it  is  that  new 
functions  have  been  added  to  the  court  to  determine  when, 
in  sound  policy,  the  objections  of  property  owners  should  be 
overridden,  and  that  in  taking  this  power  from  the  legislature 
and  grafting  it  on  the  judicial  system,  the  intent  was  to 
secure  more  effectually  private  property  against  corporate 
encroachments.  The  wisdom  of  this  provision  in  thus  plac- 
ing a  power  of  partial  repression  in  the  property  owners  is 
well  illustrated  by  this  case.  The  constitution,  without  dis- 
crimination against  the  lack  of  technical  title  to  the  center  of 
city  streets,  recognizes  the  rights  of  abutting  owners,  and 
places  in  their  hands  a  partial  veto  power.  That  power  has 
been  exerted,  and  the  reason  put  forward  in  justification  of 
the  veto  is  the  great  and  irreparable  injury  and  damage  which 
must  result  to  private  property  by  the  construction  of  this 
road.  This  introduces  to  consideration  the  question  of  com- 
pensation, and  being  in,  it  takes  place  in  tfaie  front  rank  of 
importance.  In  the  present  state  of  the  law  compensation  is 
at  least  uncertain,  and  it  is  not  just  to  throw  any  doubts  in 
the  balance  against  the  owners  of  abutting  property.  The 
construction  of  this  railroad  would  cause  a  sacrifice  of  private 
property,  and  the  most  ardent  advocate  of  the  rights  of 
eminent  domain  under  which  private  property  is  appro- 
priated would  never  claim  that  it  could  or  should  be  used  to 
wrest  private  property  from  its  owners  where  there  may  be 
no  compensation.  Public  good  alone  is  to  be  weighed 
against  individual  industry.  The  construction  of  a  railway 
without  compensation  is  confiscation  of  property,  and  to  out- 
weigh that  there  must  be  some  public  necessity.  That  has 
not  been  shown  in  this  case.  There  may  be  and  doubtless  is 
a  necessity  for  some  means  of  rapid  transit  in  Brooklyn,  but 
there  is  at  least  equal  necessity  for  protection  to  private  rights 
and  private  property,  and  when  the  constitution  has  placed 
in  the  hands  of  property  owners  a  weapon  for  their  defense 
against  corporations,  of  which  they  cannot  be  disarmed  even 
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by  the  l^islatnre,  the  courts  will  not  take  it  from  them  and 
deliver  them  over  to  their  enemies  without  the  clearest  neces- 
sity. The  great  corporations,  including  the  elevated  railroads, 
have  already  sufficient  power 'and  control,  without  assistance 
from  the  courts,  to  tighten  or  extend  their  grasp.  They  have 
been  favored  by  the  legislature  with  franchises  and  privileges 
until  they  have  colossal  proportions  and  are  carried  on  for  the 
aggrandizement  of  the  favored  few  in  much  disregard  of 
individuals  and  private  rights  and  at  the  great  expense  of  the 
many,  but  we  may  at  leaett  hope  that  the  day  is  not  nigh  when 
they  can  buy  out  the  law  or  shove  by  justice.  If  the  necessity 
for  rapid  transit  in  Brooklyn  be  as  great  as  this  corporation 
claims,  it  will  remunerate  an  outlay  for  depreciations  to 
private  property  to  result  from  its  realization,  and  its  future 
may  with  safety  be  left  to  the  operation  of  commercial  laws. 
No  further  elaboration  of  this  subject  wiU  be  attempted  here, 
and  this  opinion  is  against  confirmation  of  this  report  on  the 
following  grouilds : 

First.  That  compensation  is  not  assured. 

Seoond.  That  construction  of  an  elevated  railway  on  city 
streets  without  compensation  is  confiscation. 

Third.  There  is  not  disclosed  a  public  necessity  sufficient 
to  justify  the  court  in  permitting  the  erection  of  this  railroad 
against  the  dissent  and  opposition  of  more  than  one-half  of 
the  owners  of  property  along  its  Une. 

The  motion  to  confirm  should  be  denied. 
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SUPEEME  COURT. 

The  Pboplb  of  the  State  of  New  Tobe,  appellanta,  agt 

Ada  Linooln,  respondent. 

Orimnal  law^Tnrm  qf  iimpritonment — from  what  Ume  wntenoe  begitu 

to  run. 

On  convictions  for  misdemeanor  the  sentence  be^^ns  to  run  from  the  day 
it  is  pronounced,  and  the  time  the  prisoner  is  detained  in  the  countj 
Jail  is  to  be  credited  upon  the  sentence.  {ThU  teema  to  be  advene  to  Pso- 
pleeofreL  King  agt  MeEwen,  ante,  896.) 

Fov/rih  Department^  General  Termj  October^  1881. 

Before  Smith,  P. «/;,  Haight  avkd  Haedin,  J  J. 

» 

E.  B,  Eennerj  diBtrict-attomey,  for  appellants. 

A.  JUcDonaldj  for  respondent. 

Habdin,  J.  —  This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  made  bj  the 
special  county  judge  of  Monroe  county  discharging  the 
respondeilt  from  the  Monroe  county  penitentiary,  where  she 
was  imprisoned  upon  a  commitment  issued  by  the  recorder  of 
the  city  of  Elmira. 

On  the  13th  day  of  April,  1880,  the  respondent  was  con- 
yicted  before  said  recorder  of  being  a  disorderly  person,  and 
sentenced  to  be  imprisoned  six  months  in  the  Monroe  county 
penitentiary.  Thereupon  she  was  confined  in  the  county  jail 
until  about  the  1st  of  June,  1880,  when  having  sued  out  a 
certiorari  to  review  the  proceedings  she  was  let  to  bail,  and 
remained  out  upon  bail  until  the  28th  day  of  August,  1880, 
when  she  was  surrendered  by  her  bail  to  the  custody  of  the 
keeper  of  the  jail  of  Chemung  county,  and  there  detained  by 
him  until  the  28th  day  of  September,  1880,  when  she  was 
removed  to  the  custody  of  the  keeper  or  superintendent  of  the 
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Monroe  county  penitentiaiy,  and  remained  nntil  the  28th  day 
of  December,  1880,  when  she  was  discharged  by  the  special 
comity  judge  of  Monroe  county,  and  from  his  order  the  peo- 
ple have  taken  this  appeal  {Chde  of  Civil  Prooedv/re^  sectiona 
3008,  2009). 

The  conviction  of  the  respondent,  and  sentence  for  six 
months,  could  not  be  upheld  under  the  Eevised  Statutes. 

They  provided  that  in  case  it  appear  that  the  accused  is  a 
disorderly  person.  The  justice  may  require  of  the  offender 
sufficient  sureties  for  his  or  her  good  behavior  for  the  space  of 
one  year.  In  default  of  such  sureties  being  found  the  justice 
shall  make  up,  sign  and  file  in  the  county  clerk's  office  a  record 
of  the  conviction  of  such  offender  as  a  disorderly  person, 
*  *  *  and  shall,  by  warrant  under  his  hand,  commit  such 
offender  to  the  common  jail  of  the  city  or  county,  there  to 
remain  until  such  sureties  be  found  or  such  offender  be  dis- 
charged according  to  law  (2  R.  S.y  893,  aeo.  1,  ehap.  20jj?art 
1).  Under  the  Bevised  Statutes  the  sentence  imposed  was 
not  authorized. 

But  the  charter  of  Elmira,  passed  in  1 875  {chap.  370)  con- 
tains a  section  conferring  upon  the  recorder  jurisdiction, 
exclusive  of  justices  of  the  peace,  over  offenders  of  the  class 
to  which  the  respondent  belongs. 

Section  104  of  the  act  of  1875  declares  that  when  any  such 
person  shall  ^^  be  broaght  before  the  recorder,  he  shall,  upon 
conviction  of  such  person,  hcwe  power  to  punish  by  fine,  not 
exceeding  fifty  dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  in  the  common 
jail  of  Chemung  county  for  a  term  not  exceeding  six  months, 
or  by  both  such  fine  and  imprisonment.'' 

So  far  as  the  later  statute  is  repugnant  to  the  Bevised 
Statutes  in  the  territory  to  which  it  is  applicable,  it  controls 
and,  by  implication,  repeals  the  Bevised  Statutes  jpro  tanto 
(3  If.  r.,  290 ;  32  iT.  F.,  691 ;  69  iT.  F.,  605). 

The  conviction  was  regular  and  the  sentence  properly 
imposed  by  the  recorder,  under  the  provision  of  the  charter 
of  the  city  of  Elmira.    However,  under  that  provision  the 
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recorder  was  authorized  to  sentence  the  offender  to  impriflon- 
ment  "  in  the  common  jail  of  Chemung  county." 

By  the  agreement  beiween  the  counties  of  Monroe  and 
Chemung,  entered  into  December  twenty-eighth,  it  was  pro- 
vided that  the  Monroe  county  penitentiary  should  receive 
and  keep  persons  convicted  in  Chemung,  &c.  Chapter  209, 
section  2  of  the  Laws  of  1874,  made  it  the  duty  of  the 
recorder,  after  such  contract  was  made,  to  sentence  such 
offenderB  to  imprisonment  in  the  penitentiaiy  of  Momoe 
county. 

The  recorder  therefore  acted  under  the  requirements  of  the 
statute  of  1874  when  he  fixed  the  sentence  of  the  respondent 

That  law  was  held  to  be  valid  in  Brown  agt  People  (75 
N.  Z.,  437).  We  therefore  must  hold  that  the  commitment 
to  the  penitentiary  was  valid.  Under  and  after  the  sentence 
of  six  months'  imprisonment  the  respondent  was  actually 
detained  in  custody  in  the  county  jail,  and  in  the  penitentiary 
the  full  period  of  six  months,  before  the  special  county  judge 
discharged  her. 

We  think  she  was  enduring  the  sentence  when  in  custody 
after  the  sentence  was  pronounced. 

The  case  of  the  People  ex  rd.  Stokes  (66  iT.  71,  342)  is 
distinguishable  from  the  one  before  us,  as  there  the  imprison- 
ment which  the  court  refused  to  credit  upon  his  sentence  was 
such  as  he  suffered  before  trial  and  conviction  and  sentence. 

In  the  case  in  hand  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  sentence 
began  to  run  from  the  day  it  was  pronounced,  and  that  all 
the  time  the  respondent  was  in  custody  after  that  day  is  to  be 
credited  upon  her  sentence.  Being  thus  credited,  it  appeared 
to  the  special  county  judge  that  she  had  been  imprisoned  six 
months. 

The  conviction  was  not  for  a  felony,  and  the  imprisonment 
in  the  county  jaU  was  as  much  of  a  punishment  in  theory  of 
law  as  in  the  Monroe  county  penitentiary.  This  case  is 
therefore  not  within  the  reasoning  of  attorney-general  Schoon- 
maker,  stated  in  his  letter  of  March  14,  1879,  to  the  clerk  of 
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Anbnm  prison.  He  was  considering  cases  of  felony  punish- 
able bj  imprisonment  in  a  state's  prison  by  becoming  '^an 
inmate  of  a  state's  prison. 

The  special  connty  judge  having  come  to  the  conclusion 
that "  the  time  for  which  the  prisoner  may  be  legally  detained  " 
had  expired,  properly  granted  to  her  a  discharge  (sec.  2032, 
2034,  of  the  Code  of  OivU  Procedure).  His  order  should  be 
affirmed. 

Order  affirmed. 

Smtth,  p.  J.J  and  Haight,  J.,  concurred. 


SUPREME  COUET. 

The  Psople  of  the  State  op  New  Yobk  agt.  LoBEler  B. 

Sessions. 

OrmincUIaw — Indictment — When,  how  and  undertohott eircumitanees  an 
indictment  ma/y  he  removed  from  the  court  qf  eessione  to  the  eowrt  of  oyer 
and  terminer — Whai  is  good  cause  —  Code  of  OrimintU  Procedure,  sections 
844,  846,  847,  962,  96S. 

Every  application  for  the  removal  of  an  indictment  must  rest  in  the  sound 
discretion  of  the  court  or  judge  who  is  to  determine  it 

A  motion  of  this  character  should  be  granted  not  only  when  the  obtain- 
ment  of  an  impartial  and  fair  trial  requires  it,  but  also  whenever  the 
situation  and  official  standing  of  the  accused  party,  the  undisputed  and 
clearly  divided  line  of  popular  opinion,  and  the  circumstances  of  the 
alleged  crime,  as  well  as  the  important  legal  questions  which  it  presents, 
so  magnify  the  importance  of  the  cause  as  to  Justify  its  removal  from 
the  inferior  to  the  superior  tribunal  for  trial. 

B.,  a  member  of  the  senate  of  this  state,  was  indicted  in  the  court  of  ses- 
sions of  Albany  county  for  the  crime  of  bribery,  the  act  alleged  being 
the  payment  by  him  of  $3,000  to  B.,  then  a  member  of  assembly,  to 
induce  the  said  B.  to  vote  for  D.  to  represent  the  state  in  the  senate  of 
the  United  States.  On  a  motion  by  defendant  to  remove  the  indictment 
from  the  court  of  sessions  to  the  court  of  oyer  and  terminer: 

Eeld,  that  as  this  case  would  involve  difficult  legal  questions  {see  chap.  599, 
Laws  ofl8SS;  chap.  742,  Lawsofl8&^;  artiele  16  of  the  OonsUttOion);  that 
the  political  and  official  standing  of  the  accused,  the  act  charged  and 
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the  warm  and  bitter  feelings  which  the  allegation  of  its  perpetration 
caused  have  magnified  this  cause  far  above  and  beyond  an  offense  com- 
mitted under  other  and  different  circumstances,  renders  it  a  case  of 
sufficient  importance  as  to  justify  its  removal. 
Although  the  notice  was  one  to  be  made  at  special  term,  and  not  to  a  judge 
of  the  court;  hdd,  that  as  a  special  term  must  be  held  by  a  single  judge, 
and  as  the  judge  who  in  fact  held  it,  when  the  motion  was  made,  is  the 
identical  one  specified  in  the  notice  of  motion  before  whom,  at  special 
term,  it  would  be  made,  the  objection  must  be  disregarded.  As  the 
notice  is  of  amotion  "before  Mr.  justice  WBeTBROOK,"  the  addition 
thereto  "  at  the  next  special  term,"  &c.,  may  be  rejected  as  surplusage. 

Ulster  Special  Term,  January^  1882. 

MonoK  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  to  remove  an  indictment 
from  the  court  of  Bessions  of  Albany  connt j  to  the  conrt  of 
oyer  and  terminer  of  the  same  county. 

R.  W,  Peckham  and  Samilton  Ha/rrie^  for  motion. 

Attomey-Oeneral  Hussell  and  Distnct-Attomey  Serrtckj 
opposed. 

Westbeook,  J.  —  Since  the  argument  of  this  motion,  on 
Saturday  afternoon  laat,  I  have  been  constantly  occupied  with 
the  UlBter  circuit,  the  session  of  which  has  closed  this  (Janu- 
ary 20,  1882)  morning.  The  public  interest  manifested  in 
this  case,  the  gravity  of  the  charge,  and  the  social  and  politi 
cal  standing  of  the  parties  implicated,  as  well  as  the  unsettled 
condition  of  the  law  in  regard  to  a  motion  of  this  character, 
unite  in  requiring  a  statement  of  the  reasons  for  judicial  action, 
which  could  not,  owing  to  my  engagements  in  court,  as  above 
stated,  be  sooner  prepared. 

At  the  Albany  sessions  in  June,  1881,  the  defendant,  Loren 
B.  Sessions,  was  indicted  for  the  crime  of  bribery,  the  act 
alleged  being  the  payment  by  him  of  $2,000  to  Samuel  H. 
Bradley  then  a  member  of  assembly  of' the  state  of  New 
York,  to  induce  the  said  Bradley  to  vote  for  Chauncey  M. 
Depew  to  represent  the  state  in  the  senate  of  the  United 
States. 
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The  history  of  the  case  since  the  presentation  of  the  indict- 
ment IS  as  follows :  Dnring  the  term  of  the  oonrt  at  which 
sach  indictment  was  f onnd,  the  defendant  appeared,  and  by  his 
then  counsel,  Messrs.  Bnf  us  W.  Peckham  and  Henry  Smith, 
demanded  an  immediate  trial  Owing  to  the  wide-spread 
publicity  of  the  facts  of  the  case  which  had  been  very  folly 
stated  and  discussed  by  the  press  of  the  entire  country, 
and  the  excitement  of  that  period,  the  district  attorney 
declined  to  then  bring  the  cause  to  trial  It  therefore  was 
continued  to  the  September  sessions  of  the  same  year.  One 
of  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  Mr.  Henry  Smith,  had  in 
the  meantime  become  very  ill,  which  illness  still  continues, 
and  the  indictment  was  not  then  pressed.  At  the  November 
sessions,  and  at  the  October  and  December  oyers,  no  action 
seems  to  have  been  taken  by  either  side  to  have  the  matter 
disposed  of,  but  at  the  present  term  of  the  court  of  sessions 
(January,  1882),  the  district  attorney  pressed  the  trial,  and  the 
defendant,  having  procured  from  Mr.  Justice  Ingalls  a  stay  of 
proceedings,  moves  to  transfer  the  case  from  the  sessions  to 
the  oyer,  the  first  term  of  which  is  to  be  held  on  the  first 
Monday  in  February  next 

The  grounds  of  the  motion  are :  That  the  case  is  one  of 
unusual  public  interest  and  importance,  made  so  by  the  official 
and  political  standing  of  the  parties  involved  in  the  charge, 
and  that  grave  and  difficult  legal  questions  must  arise  upon  the 
trial  thereof.  The  statement  just  made  necessitates  an  exami- 
nation of  the  statutes  regulating  this  and  similar  applications. 

By  the  Code  of  Criminal  Procedure  {see.  344)  ^'  a  criminal 
action,  prosecuted  by  indictment,  may,  at  any  time  before  trial, 
on  the  application  of  the  defendant,  be  removed  *  *  * 
from  a  court  of  sessions  or  a  city  court  to  the  court  of  oyer 
and  terminer  of  the  same  county,  for  good  cause  shown.'' 
Notice  of  the  application  for  such  removal,  which  ^^  must  be 
made  to  the  supreme  court,  at  a  special  term  in  the  district " 
(m0.  8^),  is  requried  to  be  given  to  the  district  attorney  of 
the  county  where  the  indictment  is  pending,  and  to  enable 
Vol.  LXn       68 
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the  defendant  to  make  the  motion^  a  jndge  of  the  anpreme 
oonrt  is  authorized  {sec.  347)  to  "  make  an  order  Btajing  the 
trial  of  the  indictment  until  the  application  can  be  made  and 
decided."  The  Code  of  Criminal  Procedure,  however,  took 
effect  {sec.  963)  ^^  on  the  let  day  of  September,  1881,"  and  as 
the  practice  under  it  {sec.  962)  only  applies  to  ^  criminal  actions 
and  to  all  other  proceedings  in  criminal  cases  *  *  *  from 
the  time  when  it  takes  effect,"  leaving  all  others  to  "  be  con- 
ducted in  the  same  manner  as  if  this  Code  had  not  been 
passed,"  it  follows,  the  indictment  having  been  found  in  June, 
1881,  that  the  present  application,  which  is  based  upon  the 
Code,  must  fail,  unless  the  papers  presented  can  be  used  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  the  enactments  of 
which  will  be  next  considered. 

By  the  Eevised  Statutes  {vol.  3  [6^  ed.'],p.  1026,  sec.  89, 
<6c.\  ^^  every  person  against  whom  an  indictment  shall  be 
pending  in  any  court  of  sessions,  may  apply  to  any  justice  of 
the  supreme  court  for  an  order  to  remove  such  indictment  to 
the  court  of  oyer  and  terminer  of  the  county  in  which  the 
same  was  found."  The  application  must  ^^  set  forth  a  copy 
of  the  indictment,  or  the  substance  thereof,  the  time  when 
it  was  fotlnd,  the  proceedings  thereon,  if  any,  and  the  facts 
and  circumstances  rendering  a  removal  thereof  expedient,  and 
shall  be  verified  by  affidavit"  It  is  then  declared  that  {sec. 
89)  ^  the  officer  to  whom  such  application  is  made  shall  grant 
an  order  that  such  indictment  be  removed  to,  and  that  the 
defendant  therein  be  tried  at  the  next  court  of  oyer  and 
terminer  to  be  held  in  the  county  where  such  indictment  was 
found,  unless  it  shall  appear  that  the  application  therefor 
was  not  made  in  due  season,  or  that  such  removal  will  pro- 
duce any  injurious  delay,  or  in  any  way  tend  to  prevent  a  due 
prosecution  of  such  indictment." 

By  a  comparison  of  the  provisions  of  the  Eevised  Statutes, 
which  have  just  been  given,  with  those  of  the  Code,  it  will  be 
observed  that  there  is  an  important  difference  between  them 
in  one  particular.    The  latter  requires  for  the  removal,  ^^  good 
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cause  Bhown,"  whilst  the  former  makes  the  removal  a  matter 
of  right,  imlefiB  the  application  should  be  refused  for  the  rea- 
sons which  they  specificallj  state.  Chapter  825  of  the  Laws 
of  1878,  however,  amended  section  76  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
{the  section  nvmbered  87  in  the  Qth  ed.\  so  as  to  require  a 
notice  of  ten  days  to  the  district  attorney  of  the  county  in 
which  the  indictment  is  pending,  and  a  service  upon  him  of 
copies  of  all  the  papers  on  which  such  application  is  made. 
The  same  act  also  amends  the  seventy-eighth  section  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  {sec.  89  of  Qih  ed.)  by  substituting  the 
word  "may"  for  "shall"  thus  submitting  the  applica- 
tion to  the  discretion  of  the  judge,  instead  of  making  the 
granting  thereof  a  matter  of  right,  unless  forbidden  for  one 
of  the  reasons  which  the  section  particularizes.  As  a  power 
vested  in  a  court  or  a  judicial  officer  should  always  be  exer- 
cised in  a  proper  case,  and  in  no  other,  it  follows  that  tKere 
is  now  no  substantial  difference  between  the  Revised  Statutes 
and  the  Code  as  to  the  causes  justifying  the  removal  of  a 
criminal  action  from  the  sessions  to  the  oyer.  By  the  former 
"the  facts  and  circumstances  rendering  a  removal  thereof 
expedient"  must  be  stated  in  the  moving  papers,  and  asmpon 
their  sufficiency  a  judicial  discretion  is  to  be  exercised,  it  is 
entirely  clear  that  such  "  facts  and  circumstances,"  which  are 
to  be  stated  in  an  application  under  the  Revised  Statutes, 
must  be  such  as  amount  to  what  the  Code  calls  "good  cause." 
In  disposing  of  the  present  application,  then,  we  are  required 
to  decide,  what  is  "  good  cause  "  for  the  removal  of  an  indict- 
ment  from  the  sessions  to  the  oyer  for  trial. 

It  was  stated  by  counsel  on  both  sides,  upon  the  argument 
of  this  motion,  that  the  point  now  to  be  considered  has  never 
been  decided  in  this  state.  The  reason  for  the  absence  of 
judicial  precedent  to  guide  us,  is  doubtless  to  be  found  in  the 
fact  already  stated,  that  prior  to  the  year  1878,  when  the 
Revised  Statutes  were  amended  in  this  particular,  an  applica- 
tion of  this  character  was  to  be  granted  unless  it  could  be 
refused  for  the  reasons  which  the  statutes  themselves  specify. 
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We  are  compelled  then  to  define  ^^good  canse"  for  ourselves^ 
unaided  by  the  reasonuig  of  others.  In  attempting  to  solve 
this  legal  problem,  the  first  thought  which  naturally  suggests 
itself  is :  Why  was  an  expression  so  general  and  sweeping 
used  f  If  the  legislature  had  in  view  any  particular  reasons^ 
which,  in  their  judgment,  were  sufficient  tP  transfer  any 
criminal  action  from  the  one  court  to  the  other,  and  had 
determined  that  no  others  should  have  that  effect,  those  rea- 
sons woidd  have  been  embodied  in  the  statute.  The  result 
from  such  omission,  and  the  general  language  employed  is, 
that  every  application  for  removal  must  rest  in  the  sound  dis- 
cretion of  the  court  or  judge  who  is  to  determine  it,  and  the 
reasons  must  be  as  various  as  the  surroundings  of  each  case 
in  which  it  is  attempted.  Without  undertaking  to  define 
with  exact  precision  the  phrase  employed,  it  will  be  safe  to 
say,  that  a  motion  of  this  character  should  be  granted  not 
only  when  the  obtainment  of  an  impartial  and  fair  trial 
requires  it,  but  also  whenever  the  situation  and  official  stand- 
ing of  the  accused  party,  the  widespread  and  clearly  divided 
line  of  popular  opinion,  and  the  circumstances  of  the  allied 
crime,  as  well  as  the  important  legal  questions  which  it  pre- 
sents, so  magnify  the  importance  of  the  cause,  as  to  justify 
its  removal  from  the  inferior  to  the  superior  tribunal  for 
trial.  In  deciding  upon  such  an  application,  it  is  impossible 
that  the  court  or  judge  to  whom  it  is  addressed,  should  regard 
the  persarmd  of  the  magistrate  who  is  to  preside  in  the  lower 
court.  An  attempt  by  any  court  or  judge  to  weigh  in  his 
own  judgment  the  mental  and  moral  qualifications  of  judges, 
who  fill  positions  of  equal  grade,  and  then  to  grant  or  refuse 
an  application  of  this  character  according  to  his  judgment  of 
the  qualifications  of  the  particular  judge  who  presides  over 
the  tribunal  from  which  the  proceeding  is  sought  to  be 
removed,  would  be  exceptional  conduct  in  the  administration 
of  justice.  Rules  for  the  government  of  judicial  tribunals 
must  be  general  in  their  character,  and  not  fiuctuating  accord- 
ing to  the  caprice  of  the  individual  who  presides  over  their 
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deliberationB.  While,  as  a  fact,  the  writer  of  this  opinion 
freely  concedes  the  learning,  int^rity  and  ability  of  the 
present  county  judge  of  Albany  connty,  who  presides  over  its 
court  of  sessions,  yet  that  fact  cannot  overcome  the  legal  and 
only  practical  rule,  that  the  dignity  and  importance  of  a  court 
must  depend  upon  its  constitutional  sfyUtis.  In  other  words, 
the  tribunal  or  court  which  the  laws  of  the  state  make  the 
superior  one  must,  in  the  administration  of  justice,  be  so 
regarded.  This  brings  us  to  the  question:  Is  the  present 
application  within  the  rule  indicated  ? 

That  this  case  will  inyolve  difficult  legal  questions  (see  chap. 
639,  Lmos  of  1868  ;  chap.  742  of  Lom%  of  1869 ;  oH.  15  of 
the  ConriituHon)  it  is  easy  to  see.  That  the  political  and  official 
standing  of  the  accused  (he  was,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged 
act,  a  member  of  the  senate  of  this  state),  the  act  charged, 
and  the  warm  and  bitter  feelings  which  the  aUegation  of  its 
perpetration  caused,  have  magnified  this  cause  far  above  and 
beyond  an  offense  committed  under  other  and  different  cir- 
cumstances must  also  be  conceded ;  and  if  any  case  of  sufficient 
importance  can  be  supposed,  in  which  the  relief  asked  should 
be  granted,  then  the  present  is  that  case. 

It  is  said,  however,  that  this  motion  should  be  refused 
because  the  notice  was  one  to  be  made  at  special  term,  and 
not  to  a  judge  of  the  court,  as  the  Kevised  Statutes  provide. 
There  is,  as  in  the  preparation  of  the  moving  papers  the 
attorney  who  drafted  them  relied  upon  the  Code,  and  not  the 
Bevised  Statutes,  this  technical  difficulty.  As,  however,  a 
special  term  must  be  held  by  a  single  judge,  and  as  the  judge 
who  in  fact  held  it,  when  the  motion  was  made,  is  the  identi- 
cal one  specified  in  the  notice  of  motion  before  whom  at 
special  term  it  would  be  made,  the  objection  must  be  disre- 
garded. A  ref  osal  on  any  such  ground  as  this  would  only 
tend  to  delay.  The  papers  served  contain  all  that  the  Kevised 
Statutes  require,  and  as  the  notice  is  of  a  motion  ^'  before  Mr. 
justice  Wbstbbook,"  the  addition  thereto  ^^  at  the  next  special 
term,"  etc.,  may  be  rejected  as  surplusage. 
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In  granting  thia  motion  the  objection  founded  npon  the 
terms  of  courts  ah-eady  passed  has  not  been  forgotten.  The 
papers  show  that  (with  the  exception  of  the  June  term  when 
the  defendant  urged  a  trial)  until  the  present  term  of  the 
Albany  sessions  neither  party  has  pressed  the  cause  to  a  con- 
clusion. Owing  to  the  illness  of  Mr.  Henry  Smith,  one  of 
the  •counsel  for  \the  defendant,  there  was  no  consultation 
between  Mr.  Peckham  and  his  present  associate  until  the 
present  court  began,  and  of  course  there  was  no  conclusion  as 
to  the  propriety  of  this  action.  The  oyer  and  terminer  will 
be  held  on  the  first  Monday  in  February  next,  and  the  delay 
is  therefore  not  at  all  serious,  and  can  work  no  prejudice. 
Neither  will  the  granting  of  the  motion,  which  the  statute 
seems  to  me  to  demand,  deprive  the  people  of  the  services  of 
the  judge  who  presides  over  the  court  of  sessions.  He  is  a 
member  of  the  oyer  and  terminer  to  which  the  action  is 
transferred,  and  can  and  ought  to  sit  during  the  trial  The 
association  with  him  of  a  justice  of  the  supreme  court  of  the 
btate  to  assist  in  the  administration  of  justice  can  work  no 
wrong,  but  will  be  an  additional  guarantee  of  safety  in  the 
conduct  of  a  trial  of  great  importance  both  to  the  people  and 
the  accused." 


SUPEEME  COUKT. 


Thb  Pboplk's  Bank  of  thb  Crrr  of  New  York  agt  The 
Mechanics'  National  Bank  of  Newark. 

NatUmaX  banks  — jurisdiction  of  state  oottrt  in  actions  against — Attachments 
against  national  banks  €faf&reiffn  state —  who  may  move  to  vacate  —  Code 
of  OivH  Procedure,  section  682. 

A  receiver  of  a  foreign  national  bank,  though  not  a  party  to  the  action, 
has  such  a  status,  under  section  682  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  as 
will  authorize  him  to  move  to  set  aside  attachment  proceedings. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  section  which  requires  the  applicant  to  become  a 
party  to  the  action.    It  is  the  practice  to  allow  such  motions  to  be  made 


NEW  YORK  PRACTIC5E  RBPORTa  428 


People's  Bank  of  New  York  agt  Mechanics'  Nat.  Bank  of  Newark. 

without  imposing  upon  the  applicant  the  condition  that  he  shall  ask  to 
be  made  a  party  to  the  action  in  which  the  attachment  was  issued. 
Although  the  supreme  court  of  this  state  has  Jurisdiction  over  an  action 
e:f  caniractu  brought  by  a  citizen  of  the  state  against  a  national  bank 
located  in  another  state,  an  attachment  which  has  been  issued  in  such 
action  against  its  property  in  this  state  will  be  vacated  upon  positive 
proofs  of  its  insolvency. 

Speddl  Term,  Jcmuary,  1882, 
Oray  <Sk  Da/oenport,  for  plaintifL 
Ma/rtm  <6  Smith,  for  defendants. 

Lawbenoe,  J.  —  It  was  held  by  the  court  of  appeals,  in  the 
case  of  Sdbinson  agt.  The  Ifdtional  Bwnk  of  Newbeme 
(81  N.  T.,  885;  8.  C,  69  Hauo.,  218),  that  the  supreme 
conrt  of  this  state  has  jurisdiction  of  an  action  ex  con- 
tractu, brought'  by  a  citizen  of  this  state  against  a  national 
bank  located  in  another  state,  and  that  the  provisions  of 
the  national  banking  act  (  U.  S.  H.  S.,  sec.  6242),  prohibiting 
the  issuing  of  an  attachment,  injunction  or  execution  against 
such  an  association,  or  its  property  before  final  judgment,  applies 
only  to  an  association  which  has  become  insolvent,  or  to  one 
about  to  become  so,  as  specified  in  the  preceding  part  of  the 
section.  In  that  case  the  cases  of  the  Central  NoitiondL  Ba/nJc 
agt.  The  RioUand  National  Bwnk  (62  How.  Pr.,  136 
and  137)  and  of  Bhoner  agt.  The  First  National  Bank  (14 
Bun,  126)  were  cited  upon  the  brief  of  the  appellant's  coun- 
sel, and  must  have  been  considered  by  the  court,  and  in  so  far 
as  those  cases  lay  dovm  a  doctrine  which  differs  from  that 
enunciated  in  Bobinson  agt.  The  National  Bank  of  Newhem 
they  must  yield  to  the  latter  case.  In  this  case  it  is  sought  to 
sustain  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  and  to  bring  the  case 
within  the  doctrine  of  BoHnson  agt.  ITie  National  Bank  qf 
Newbeme  {supra),  by  denying  the  insolvency  of  the  defendant, 
and  it  is  claimed  that  the  question  should  be  disposed  of  by  a 
reference.    I  regard  it  as  a  sufiScient  answer  to  this  point  to 
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fiaj  that  the  affidavits  sabmitted  on  the  part  of  plamtifb  do 
Bot  meet  or  overcome,  in  my  judgment,  the  very  positive 
proofs  of  the  insolvency  of  the  defendant,  which  are  presented 
on  behalf  of  the  receiver,  and  therefore  a  reference  is  nnneo- 
essary.  It  is  fnrther  urged  that  as  the  receiver  appears  only 
specially  for  the  purposes  of  this  motion,  and  has  not  submitted 
himself  generally  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,,  his  applica- 
tion ought  not  to  be  entertained.  But  this  position  cannot  be 
maintained  Under  the  old  Code  it  was  held  that  a  subsequent 
attaching  creditor  could  not  move  to  set  aside  a  prior  attach- 
ment (See  9ec.  241  of  the  Code  of  Procedure;  Ketchv/m  agt 
Ketchwn^  1  AhboU  ^N.  &],  157).  But  under  section  682  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  ^^  the  defendant  or  a  person  who 
has  acquired  a  lien  upon  or  interest  in  his  property  after  it 
was  attached,  may,  at  any  time  before  the  actual  application 
of  the  attached  property  or  the  proceeds  thereof  to  the  pay- 
ment of  a  judgment  recovered  in  the  action,  apply  to  vacate 
or  modify  the  warrant,  or  to  increase  the  security  given  by 
the  plaintiff,  or  for  one  or  more  of  those  forms  of  relief 
toge^er  or  in  the  alternative."  The  receiver  of  the  defendant 
in  this  case  certainly  brings  himself  within  the  language  of 
this  section.  He  has  acquired  ^^  a  lien  upon  or  interest  in  the 
defendant's  property  "  since  the  attachment  was  issued.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  section  which  requires  the  applicant  to 
become  a  party  to  the  action.  And  it  is  everyday  practice  to 
allow  such  motions  to  be  made  without  imposing  upon  the 
applicant  the  condition  that  he  shall  ask  to  be  made  a  party  to 
the  action  in  which  the  attachment  was  granted.  Further- 
more, it  is  quite  apparent  that  this  section  was  intended  to  put 
subsequent  creditors  or  parties  subsequently  acquiring  a  lien 
upon  or  interest  in  the  defendant's  property  upon  the  same 
footing  as  that  occupied  by  the  defendant  xmder  the  old  Code 
{See  Mr.  Throo^e  note  to  eeo.  682  of  the  Code  of  CwU-  Pro- 
cedure). And  under  the  old  Code,  it  was  held  that  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  make  a  motion  to  set  aside  the 
attachment  without  putting  in  a  general  appearance  in  the 
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action  {JUanioe  agt.  Gotdd,  1  Aibot^s  Pr.  [iT.  /&],  266).  The 
cases  of  Traoy  agt.  The  First  National  Bwnk  of  Selma  (37 
N.  T,^  524)  and  AUen  agt.  The  Soomdvnamom  NaUanal 
Bank  (46  How.  Pr.^  71)  were  decided  prior  to  the  paa- 
eage  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  and  therefore  have  no 
bearing  on  this  case.  I  am  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  the 
motion  to  vacate  the  attachment  shonld  be  granted,  but  nnder 
the  circnmstances,  without  costs. 

NoTB.  — In  OKaufman  agt.  Same;  The  National  Shoe  and  Leather  Bcmk 
agt.  Same;  BiSman  agt.  Sams;  Cla/rk  agt.  Same;  Wett  Side  Bank  agt 
Same;  Ootn  Ihxhanife  Bank  agt  Same,  the  motion'io  yacate  attachment 
was  granted,  without  costs,  for  the  reasons  stated  in  the  above  opinion. 
[Ed. 


N.  Y.  SUPEKIOR  COURT. 
Thomas  Yebnon  and  others  agt.  Albbbt  Palmer. 

OdrporaiianB--  MmttfaetwriTiff,  dbe. — LkibiUty  of  a  trutiee  under  eha/pter 
40,  La/tM  €(f  1848 — what  three  ihingf  muit  eoncur  to  cka/rge  a  Pnuiee. 

The  statute  as  to  the  liability  of  a  trustee  of  a  corporation  for  the  debts  of 
the  same  on  their  faihire  to  make  and  file  its  annual  report  (Lowe  qf 
1648,  ehetp,  40)  is  a  penal  one,  and  must  be  strictly  construed. 

To  charge  a  trustee  with  liability  under  this  statute  three  things  are  neces- 
sary: A  debt  which  is  due  and  payable  from  the  corporation,  a  default 
in  the  filing  of  the  annual  report,  and  a  trusteeship  on  the  part  of  the 
party  to  be  charged. 

Defendant  was  elected  a  trustee  of  a  manufacturing  corporation  for  the 
year  ending  August  6, 1878,  accepted  the  office,  and  there  never  was  a 
subsequent  election  of  trustees.  In  January,  1878,  it  faUed  to  file  its 
annual  report,  and  a  receiver  of  the  corporation  was  appointed  Novem 
ber  9,  1878.  The  corporation  gave  to  the  plaintiffs  ltd  promissory  note 
for  1979.07,  due  August  10, 1878,  and  the  plaintiffs  sold  and  delivered 
to  the  company  certain  goods  in  June,  July  and  August,  1878,  on  an 
agreed  credit  of  four  months  after  delivery,  which  thus  became  due  in 
October,  November  and  December,  1878.  In  an  action  imder  the 
manufacturing  act  {see.  12^  chap.  40,  Latoe  qf  1848)  to  recover  for  the 
same,  because  of  the  failure  to  file  its  annual  report - 
Vol.  LXII  64 
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EM,  that  the  complaint  should  be  diamisaed.  Although  the  gooda  were 
sold  at  a  time  when  the  defendant  was  a  trustee,  they  were  sold  on  a 
credit  which  did  not  expire  until  after  the  defendant  ceased  to  be  a 
trustee. 

A  debt  within  this  statute  is  not  contracted  until  there  is  an  obligation 
giving  a  present  right  of  action  against  the  corporation.  If  there  be  no 
Buch  obligation  nor  debt  or  duty  which  may  be  presently  demanded 
from  the  corporation,  there  is  no  debt  or  duty  which  can  be  demanded 
under  the  statute  as  a  penalty  against  the  trustee. 

Trial  Term,  Jcmua/ry  13,  1882. 

The  action  was  begun  on  November  18, 1878,  by  Thomas 
Vernon,  David  Scott  and  George  R.  Vernon,  copartners, 
forming  the  firm  of  Vernon  Brothers  &  Co,,  against  the 
defendant  as  a  trostee  of  a  mannfacturing  corporation,  under 
the  law  of  1848,  of  which  corporation  the  plaintiffs  were 
creditors. 

It  was  admitted  that  the  McKillop  &  Spragne  Company 
was  a  domestic  corporation  under  the  act  of  1848  {chap.  40), 
and  that  in  January,  1878,  it  failed  to  file  its  annual  report, 
and  that  a  receiver  of  the  corporation  was  appointed  Novem- 
ber 9,  1878 ;  that  the  defendant  was  elected  aftrustee  for  the 
year  ending  the  first  Tuesday  of  Augnst,  1878,  accepted  the 
office,  and  there  never  was  a  subsequent  election  of  trustees ; 
that  the  McEillop  &  Sprague  Company  gave  to  the  plaintiffs 
its  promissory  note  for  $979.07  due  August  10,  1878 ;  that 
the  plaintiffs  sold  and  delivered  to  the  company  certain  goods 
in  June,  July  and  August,  1878,  on  an  agreed  credit  of  four 
months  after  delivery,  which  thus  became  due  in  October, 
November  and  December,  1878. 

The  defendants  conceded  the  above  for  the  purposes  of  the 
case,  and  that  the  amounts  on  the  note  and  the  goods  with 
interest  amounted  to  $1,687.62,  which  was  due  and  owing. 

Paddock  <b  Carmon^  for  plaintiffs. 

James  B»  DiU^  for  defendant. 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  i27 

Vernon  agt  Pahner. 

II I  II  '  I 

At  the  close  of  th»  plaintifb  case,  the  defendant  moved  to 
dismiss  the  case  on  the  merits,  on  the  grounds  that  the  facts 
as  stated  were  not  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action, 
inasmuch  as  the  debt,  the  trusteeship  and  the  default  did  not 
coincide  in  point  of  time.  The  defense  urged :  First  That 
to  charge  a  trustee  with  liability  under  the  act  of  1848,  three 
things  are  necessary :  A  debt  which  is  due  and  payable  from 
the  corporation,  a  default  in  filing  the  annual  report,  and  a 
trusteeship  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  {Gharribers  agt.  LerjoiSy 
65  N.  F.,  400 ;  The  ShoH&r  <&  EaU  Quarry  Co.  agt.  MisSy 
27  jr.  r.,  297). 

Second.  The  defendant  was  not  a  trustee  on  or  after  August 
6,  1878  (  Van  A'mberg  agt.  Bakery  81 K  F.,  27;  Phila.  and 
Heading  Coal  and  Iron  Co.  agt.  HotohJeiaSj  Albany  Lorn 
J(mr.  \vol.  22],  615). 

Third.  There  was  no  debt  against  the  trustee  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute,  until  on  and  subsequent  to  August  6, 
1878,  because  no  day  of  payment  had  arrived  {Jones  agt. 
BarUm,  62  N.  F.,  202 ;  Whitney  Arms  Co.  agt.  Barlow^  63 
N.  r.,  73 ;  National  Bank  agt.  FmUm^  23  Hwn^  309). 

Teuax,  J.  —  For  the  purposes  of  this  motion  it  is  conceded 
that  the  defendant's  term  of  office  expired  on  the  6th  day  of 
August,  1878.  The  goods  were  sold  before  that  time  on  a 
credit  that  did  not  expire  until  some  time  after  the  fifth  of 
August. 

The  statute,  to  which  I  have  been  referred,  says  that  the 
trustees  of  a  corporation  which  fails  to  make  and  file  its 
annual  report,  shall  be  jointiy  and  severally  liable  for  aU  the 
debts  of  the  company  existing  at  the  time  of  the  failure  to 
make  and  file  such  report,  and  for  all  the  debts  that  shall  be 
contracted  before  the  report  shall  be  made. 

The  reason  of  the  statute  is,  to  require  corporations  to  make 
such  public  showing  of  their  affairs  that  those  dealing  with 
ihem  may  be  able  to  determine  whether  they  can  safely  give 
them  credit. 
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If  the  qnefition  before  me  was  an  original  one,  I  fihonld 
hold  that  the  defendant  was  liable  because  the  credit  was 
given^  the  debt  was  contracted  before  the  report  was  made, 
and  at  a  time  when  the  defendant  was  trustee.  But  the  ques- 
tion is  not  an  original  one.  A  long  line  of  decisions  in  this 
state  and  elsewhere  hold  that  the  statute  is  a  penal  one  and  is 
to  be  strictly  construed.  In  this  case,  while  the  goods  were 
sold  at  a  time  when  the  defendant  was  a  trustee,  they  were 
sold  on  a  credit  which  did  not  expire  until  after  the  defendant 
ceased  ta  be  a  trustee.  In  order  to  charge  a  trustee  under 
this  statute,  three  thin^  must  concur  in  point  of  time,  the 
trusteeship,  the  default  to  publish  the  report,  and  the  contract- 
ing of  the  debt.  But  the  courts  of  this  state  hold  that  a  debt 
within  this  statute  is  not  contracted  until  there  is  an  obligation 
giving  a  present  right  of  action  against  the  corporation.  If, 
said  judge  Allbn,  there  be  no  such  obligation,  nor  debt  or 
duty,  which  may  be  presently  demanded  from  the  corpora- 
tion, there  is  no  debt  or  duty  which  can  be  demanded  under 
the  statute  as  a  penalty  against  the  trustee. 

There  is  no  debt -within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  If  the 
day  of  payment  has  not  arrived,  the'penalty  is 'incurred  by 
the  default,  but  the  liability  to  any  individual  creditor,  does 
not  become  absolute  until  it  shall  exist  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute ;  and  a  default  in  payment  was  here  made  by  the 
corporation,  but  there  can  be  no  default  in  payment  until  the 
day  of  payment  shall  have  arrived,  and,  on  this  case,  when 
that  day  of  payment  arrived  the  defendant  was  not  a  trustee, 
and  one  member  of  the  trinity  above  mentioned  was  wanting, 
the  complaint  is  dismissed. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Ahdbbw  J.  Bates  et  at.  agt.^  Samcel  Plonskt  e«  oZ. 

.^tfM^ — Bight  qfcMaMng  crtdUorntorwiowfrc^u^  oMruatiom  to  (h§ 
due  execution  qf  proeeu — OomplaM — When  not  frntUffarioue — Ir^nnO' 
tutn  —  Code  of  Oka  Procedure,  eectioM  e08,  004,  619. 

Wliere  the  aUegations  of  the  complaint  showed  that  plaintifls  hare  a  lien 
by  attachment  on  a  certain  stock  of  goods  of  defendant,  Samuel 
Plonskj,  which  lien  was  acquired  December  24,  1881,  and  stUl  is  in 
force.  That  on  December  18,  1881,  Samuel  Flonsky  made  a  general 
assignment  to  Eli  M.  Cohen,  who  chums  the  said  attached  property  and 
has  notified  the  sheriff  of  such  claim ;  that  in  said  assignment  the 
defendants  Anna,  Ezekiel  and  Moses  Flonsky  are  preferred  creditors; 
that  the  assignment  is  fraudulent  and  void,  and  part  of  a  fraudulent 
conspiracy  between  the  defendants,  and  that  the  preferred  claims  are 
wholly  or  in  part  fictitious  ;  that  on  December  28, 1881,  notwithstand- 
ing those  preferences,  the  defendant,  Samuel  Flonsky,  confessed  judg- 
ments to  each  of  the  defendants  Anna,  Ezekiel  and  Moses  Flonsky  upon 
the  same  debts  for  which  they  are  preferred  in  the  assignment  Execu- 
tions were  on  that  day  issued  to  the  sheriff,  who  took  possession  of  the 
same  property  attached  by  the  sherifF  upon  the  warrants  of  plaintiffs. 
That  these  executions  are  prior  liens  to  those  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
sheriff  recognizes  them  as  such.  It  is  charged,  and  the  proofs  show,  that 
these  Judgments  and  executions  form  and  are  a  part  of  the  conspiracy 
to  defraud  the  creditors  of  Samuel  Flonsky.  The  prayer  of  the  com- 
plaint is  substantially  that  the  obstructions  created  by  the  fraudulent 
execution  and  assignment  be  removed.  The  action  is  brought  by  plaintiffs 
against  Samuel  Flonsky,  Eli  M.  Ck>hen,  Anna  Flonsky,  Ezekiel  Flonaky 
and  Moses  Flonsky,  and  a  motion  is  made  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  defendants  from  receiying  and  the  sheriff  from  paying  these  amounts 
of  the  executions: 

SUd,  first,  that  the  right  of  action  can  be  sustained  upon  the  principle 
that  the  attaching  creditors  have  a  specific  lien  which  entitles  them  to 
remove  fraudulent  obstructions  to  the  due  execution  of  the  process. 

Second,  That  the  complaint  is  not  multifarious  for  the  reason  that  a  con- 
spiracy between  all  the  defendants  is  charged,  and  the  various  devices 
which  have  been  resorted  to  are  but  the  detaOa  of  a  single  scheme  and 
a  common  purpose. 

Third.  That  a  prima  fade  case  for  an  injunotioa  both  upon  the  law  and 
the  facts  has  been  made  out 


At  ChamberSy  JcMvuart/y  1882. 


MO  NEW  YORK  PRACnOB  REPORT& 


Bates  €t  dL  agt  Plonsky  et  aL 


The  motion  is  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  receiving 
and  the  sheriff  from  paying  the  amonnts  of  certain  execu- 
tions in  the  hands  of  the  latter,  issned  npon  judgments  con- 
fessed in  favor  of  the  former  by  the  defendant,  Samnel 
Plonsky.  The  all^ations  of  the  complaint  show:  That 
plaintiffs  have  a  lien  by  attachment  on  a  certain  stock  of 
boots  and  shoes  of  the  defendant,  Samnel  Plonsky.  This 
lien  was  acquired  December  24,  1881,  and  still  is  in  force. 
That  on  the  13th  of  December,  1881,  Samuel  Plonsky  made 
a  general  assignment  to  Eli  M.  Cohen,  and  that  he  claims  the 
said  attached  property  and  has  notified  the  sheriff  of  such 
claim.  That  in  said  assignment  the  defendants,  Anna, 
Ezekiel  and  Moses  Plonsky,  are  preferred  creditors  in 
amounts  aggr^ating  $5,200.  That  the  assignment  is  fraudu 
lent  and  void,  and  is  a  part  of  a  fraudulent  conspiracy  and 
combination  between  the  defendants,  and  that  the  preferred 
claims  are  wholly  or  in  part  fictitious.  That  on  the  23d  day 
of  December,  1881,  notwithstanding  the  preferences,  the 
defendant,  Samuel  Plonsky,  confessed  judgments  to  each  of 
the  defendants,  Anna,  Ezekiel  and  Moses  Plonsky,  upon  the 
same  debts  for  which  they  are  preferred  in  the  assignment, 
npon  which  judgments  executions  were  on  that  issued  to  the 
sheriff  of  this  county,  who  took  possession  of  the  same  prop- 
erty attached  by  the  sheriff  upon  the  warrants  of  plain- 
tiffs. That  these  executions  are  prior  liens  to  those  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  sheriff  recognizes  them  as  such.  That  these 
judgments  are  confessed  upon  fraudulent  claims  and  because 
it  was  feared  by  them  that  the  assignment  would  be  set  aside 
as  fraudulent,  because  of  the  fictitious  character  of  the 
preferences,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  intended  to  and  would 
indemnify  against  the  claim  of  the  assignee,  was  it  that  these 
judgments  were  confessed  and  the  execution  issued  ?  That 
these  defendants  as  such  judgment  creditors  have  indemnified 
the  sheriff  against  the  claim  of  the  assignee,  thus  substan- 
tially confessing  the  invalidity  of  the  assignment  and  that 
the  assignee's  claim  is  fraudulent,  and  that  it  is  fraudulent 
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beeaoae  tibe  preferences  are  fictitious.  If  that  be  so,  and 
there  can  be  no  other  construction  to  this  inconsistent  con- 
duct, then  the  judgments  and  executions  must  likewise  be 
fraudulent,  they  being  based  on  the  same  claims  that  are  pre- 
ferred in  the  assignment.  It  is  further  shown  that  Ezekiel 
Plonskj,  one  of  the  indemnifying  judgment  creditors,  is  one 
of  the  sureties  of  the  assignee  upon  two  separate  bonds  or 
undertakings.  That  the  assignee  was,  up  to  recently,  a  clerk 
of  Otto  Horwitz,  his  attorney,  and  now  occupies  the  same 
office  with  the  attorney  for  these  judgment  creditors.  It  is 
charged  that  these  judgments  and  executions  form  and  are  a 
part  of  the  conspiracy  to  defraud  the  creditors  of  Samuel 
Plonsky.  Anna  Plonsky,  the  wife  of  defendant,  and  Moses 
Plonsky  are  wholly  insolvent.  Ezekiel  Plonsky  has  incum- 
bered his  property  so  that  unless  enjoined  from  receiving  this 
money  the  remedy  of  plaintiffs  will  be  fruitless.  The  prayer 
is  substantially  that  the  obstructions  created  by  the  fraudulent 
execution  and  assignment  be  removed.  Affidavits  are  annexed 
showing  first,  by  Jerome  M.  Bates,  that  Plonsky  first  offered 
twenty- five  then  fifty  cents  in  settlement  Thus  showing 
that  by  his  first  offer,  at  least,  he  did  not  intend  to  .act  fair 
with  his  creditors,  and  that  only  after  the  offers  were  refused 
was  it  that  these  concessions  were  given.  Mr.  Isaac  Weil 
shows  that  defendant  in  July  stated  he  opened  the  Sixth 
avenue  store  with  $4,o00  to  $5,000,  his  own  money,  which 
bears  upon  the  validity  of  the  preferred  claims  which  are 
pretended  to  be  for  money  borrowed  for  the  Sixth  avenue 
store.  Mr.  John  E.  Jacobs  shows  that  the  preference  to  the 
wife  is  founded  upon  a  fictitious  claim  as  well  as  that  of 
Moses  Plonsky.  That  the  claim  of  Ezekiel  Plonsky  does  not 
appear  in  the  schedules;  that  the  said  Ezekiel  told  him, 
Jacobs,  that  all  that  Samuel  owed  him  was  $1,500.  It  is  also 
chaiged  that  the  attorney  and  the  assignee,  after  such  judg- 
ments were  confessed,  openly  boasted  of  the  apparent  success 
of  their  scheme  to  defraud. 
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Bltmienstid  dk  Sireehy  for  plamti£EB  and  for  motion,  made 
and  argued  the  following  points : 

L  As  TO  THE  BIGHT  OF  ACTION — Plaintiffs  having  a  specific 
lien  upon  chattels,  have  a  right  to  maintain  an  action  to 
remove  any  obstmction  in  their  way  created  by  fraud,  and 
this  though  they  be  not  judgment  creditors.  This  principle 
is  sustained  by  authority  {Rinchey  agt  Hi/ryker^  28  N.  T.^ 
45 ;  JPiUeaner  agt  Jf^reenum^  4  S<mdf.  Ch.^  565  ;  Thayer  agt 
WiUetty  6  Bo9w.y  344;  KMy  agt.  Lome^  42  BcMrh.^  608; 
Thwher  agt.  Blanch^  50  N.  Z.,  80).  The  case  of  JFivst  agt 
3/oU  (84  ilT.  Y.J  258),  seems  to  be  almost  directly  in  point 
with  the  case  at  bar.  It  is  there  held  that :  ^^A  party  attach- 
ing property  in  possession  of  his  debtor,  acquires  a  specific 
Uen  on  his  interest  thereon,  and  is  entitled,  like  a  judgment 
creditor,  to  impeach  the  title  of  a  fraudulent  mortgagee 
{Oreerdeaf  agt.  Ifwmfordj  19  Ahb.<,  469 ;  KeUy  agt.  Lcme^ 
42  Bwrb.,  594,  608,  609). 

n.  The  foregoing  case  all  hold  on  principle  as  well  as  in 
point  that  the  creditor  obtains  a  specific  lien  through  the 
attachment  by  the  fact  of  the  levy  thereunder  and  the  taking 
of  the  property  into  his  actual  possession  (48  Barh.^  605). 
That  the  levy  of  an  attachment  creates  a  specific  lien  suf- 
ficient to  authorize  an  affirmative  action  of  this  character, 
appears  not  only  by  the  authorities  already  cited,  but  by  the 
following  cases  {FaUxmer  agt.  Freeman^  4  Sa/ndf.  Ch.<f  565 ; 
OreerUeaf  agt.  Mtmifordj  80  Eow.y  80 ;  8.  (7.,  19  Ahb.j  469). 
The  sheriff  having  prior  to  the  issue  of  the  attachments  had 
the  property  in  his  possession,  no  new  fonoal  levy  or  notice 
was  necessary  ( WeMe  agt'  (hnner^  83  If.  JT.,  231). 

in.  It  is  claimed  that  the  bill  is  demurrable  for  multifa- 
riousness of  parties — that  is,  that  causes  of  action  have  been 
improperly  united.  A  complete  answer  to  this  is,  tJiat  the  bill 
charges  a  joint  conspiracy  to  defraud  by  all  the  parties,  and 
that  such  conspiracy  is  attempted  to  be  enforced  by  and 
through  the  various  instruments  asked  to  be  set  aside,  and 
hence  really  sets  up  but  one  cause  of  action.    Again  this  is 
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an  action  in  equity  to  remove  fraudulent  obetructions  to  our 
complete  possession,  and  the  object  of  the  bill  is,  in  reality, 
single,  to  wit,  to  recover  unobstructed,  possession  of  the 
same  property  {Boyd  agt.  Hoyt^  6  Paige  Ch.j  66;  JFH- 
lows  agt.  FeUows^  4  Cbi/?.,  682 ;  Brmkerhoof  agt.  Broe^  6 
Johns.  Ch,y  139 ;  Harrmiond  agt.  Hudson  River  Iron  Co.^ 
20  Barh.^  379 ;  Reed  agt.  StryJcery  12  Ahb.,  47 ;  MorUm  agt 
Weily  11  JJJ.,  421;  N&wbold  agt.  Farr^,  14  aJJ.,  80; 
c/oco^  agt.  Boyle,  16  J7(?«^.,  106 ;  Oetty  agt  Devlin,  70  iT.  Fl, 
604 ;  ^«w<&  agt.   WJveder,  76  iT.  T.,  214). 

lY.  An  action  may  be  brought  to  set  aside  fraudulent 
judgments,  though  there  is  a  remedy  by  motion  {Beards  agt. 
Wheder,  76  N.  F.,  214 ;  MUler  agt.  EarU,  24  N.  Y.,  112). 
The  latter  cases  recognizes  the  right  in  favor  of  one  who 
obtains  a  legal  or  equitable  lien  {Dunham  agt  Waterman,  17 
jr.  Y.,  9, 15).  The  judgments  are  assailed  for  fraud.  Fraud 
vitiates  a  judgment,  as  well  as  even  the  most  solemn  transac- 
tion, and  any  one  affected  by  a  fraudulent  judgment  may 
invoke  the  aid  of  the  court  of  equity  for  relief  (  WhitUey  agt. 
Ddaney,  73  N.  Y,  574 ;  Ddbson  agt.  Pearce,  12  N.  Y.,  165). 

Y.  It  is  clear  that  the  plaintiffs  right  of  action  is  complete, 
the  next  question  is,  ought  an  injunction  be  granted  %  We 
allege  fraud  and  conspiracy  as  the  foundation  of  this  action, 
and  besides  establish  the  insolvency  of  the  parties.  A  strong 
jprvmafade  case  is  made  out,  and  as  all  that  is  sought  to  be 
restrained  is  the  payment  of  money,  no  greater  damage  than 
the  loss  of  interest  can  ensue,  and  even  that  can  be  lessened 
by  a  deposit  in  an  interest  paying  institution.  Section  604 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  provides  for  the  injunction 
now  asked  for,  and  it  is  possible  that  section  603  is  also  applica- 
ble. Section  619  also  provides  that  where  it  is  claimed  that 
the  judgment  verdict,  &c.,  was  obtained  by  actual  fraud,  the 
security  provided  for  in  cases  of  staying  judgments  in  previous 
sections  may  be  dispensed  with. 

YL  Fpon  the  face  of  the  transaction  the  entry  and  cou' 
fession  of  these  judgments  was  a  fraud.  These  parties  were 
Vol.  LXn        55 
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all  preferred  by  the  aseignment.  They  were  Bnbetantially 
secured.  Why,  then,  the  need  of  these  confessions,  and  why 
indemnify  the  sheriff  against  the  title  of  the  assignee  nnder 
the  very  assignment  in  which  they  are  preferred  ?  If  the 
assignment  be  a  valid  instrument,  then  they  were  perfectly 
secured  and  the  confessions  were  made  for  a  fraudulent  pur- 
pose, to  cheat  the  other  creditors  and  bring  this  case  almost 
on  all  fours  with  that  of  Bums  agt.  Itorse  (6  Paige^  108). 
On  the  other  hand,  if  the  assignment  be  void  for  fraud,  it 
must  be  because  the  claims  preferred  are  fictitious  (as  no  other 
ground  therefor  is  alleged),  and  by  indemnifying  the  sheriff, 
as  these  defendants  have  done,  they  substantially  say  that  the 
property  assigned  does  not  belong  to  the  assignee  because  of 
'  the  fraudulent  character  of  the  assignment.  That  the  debts 
preferred  are  fraudulent.  If  so,  the  defendants'  judgments 
are  equally  fraudulent.  And  the  relationship  of  the  judg- 
ement debtor  with  these  paities,  as  well  ds  those  of  the  assignee, 
and  the  attorneys  for  the  plaintifib  iii  those  suits,  and  the 
attorney  for  the  assignee,  almost  conclusively'  establish  a 
fraudulent  and  unkwful  conspiracy. 

YII.  As  to  the  confessions  of  judgments.  We  claim  that 
these  are  defective  on  their  face,  and  do  not  comply  with  the 
law.  Section  1274,  subdivision  2  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedm^  requires  the  confession  to  state  concisely  the  facts  out 
of  which  the  debt  arose ;  and  must  show  that  the  sum  con- 
fessed therefor  is  justly  due  or  to  become  due.  1st.  The 
statement  allies  that  the  sum  was  to  be  repaid  on  demand. 
There  is  no  allegation  of  any  demand  having  been  made.  As 
the  money  is  only  to  be  repaid  on  demand,  such  demand  may 
never  be  made.  Besides,  the  statement  is  too  general  —  it 
does  not  show  the  particular  dates  nor  the  amounts  of  the 
loans  {Davis  agt.  Morris^  21  Barb,^  152;  Dqly  agt.  Mat- 
thewsy  12  Ahb.y  403,  note/  DvmJw/m  agt.  TTaforman,  17 
N.  Y.y  9,  12  ^  14 ;  Winnebrenner  agt.  Sdgertotiy  80  Bath.^ 
165).  In  the  other  two  judgments  a  demand  is  alleged,  but 
.the  statement  otherwise  is  similarly  defective,  as  being  too 
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general,  as  against  the  plaintiff ;  these  are  not  mere  irregn- 
larities,  bnt  render  the  jadgment  void  absolntely  {Daly  agt. 
MatihewSj  12  Ahb,^  406,  and  the  following  cases  ikere  died; 
Dwnham  agt.  Waiermany  17  N.  T.,  9, 14 ;  12  N.  F.,  216 ; 
Wvrmefyrerm&r  agt.  EdgerUm^  80  Barb.^  117,  185,  325;  18 
Hcv).^  142,  472).  No  amendment  can  be  allowed  so  ae  to  give 
it  priority  over  liens  snbseqaently  secured.  Whether  the 
judgments  be  on  their  face  valid  or  not,  it  is  sufficient  that 
they  are  prima  fade  fraudulent,  and  the  motion  should  be 
granted,  with  costs. 

BARBBTr,  J.  —  After  going  over  the  plaintiff's  excellent 
brief,  in  connection  with  all  the  papers  submitted  upon  this 
motion,  I  am  satisfied  that  a  prima  fade  case  for  an  injuno- 
tion,  both  upon  the  law  and  the  facts,  has  been  made  out. 
The  complaint  is  not  multifarious,  for  the  reason  that  a  con- 
spiracy between  all  the  defendants  is  charged,  and  the  various 
devices  which  have  been  resorted  to  are  but  the  details  of  a 
single  scheme  and  a  common  purpose.  As  to  the  right  of 
action,  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  it  can  be  sustained  upon  the 
principle  that  the  attaching  creditors  have  a  specific  lien  which 
entitles  them  to  remove  fraudulent  obstructions  to  the  due 
execution  of  the  process.  At  all  events  there  is  enough  in 
the  question  for  the  full  consideration  of  the  trial  court 
TTpon  the  whole  the  motion  must  be  granted,  with  ten  doUars 
costs  to  abide  the  event. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

The  Pboplb  or  thb  State  of  New  York,  reBpondent,  agt. 

JoEor  O'OoNNELLy  appellant. 

CrmtnoZ  law — Imanity — Drfenae  €f^  an  affirmative  dtfeme — Drunkm 
fMM  does  not  eomtihUe  ineanity — Ddirium  tremens — When  the  charge  as 
made  %$  correct,  couneel  no  right  to  makefkirther  requeate. 

The  defense  of  insanity  is  an  affirmative  defense,  and  the  prisoner  is 
bound  to  satisfy  the  Jury,  by  proof,  that  he  was  insane. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  person  is  insane  does  not  per  $e  relieve  him  from 
responsibility.  The  test  is,  whether  he  is  capable  of  distinguishing 
between  right  and  wrong  at  the  time  of  and  with  respect  to  the  act 
complained  of. 

Drunkenness  in  itself,  simple  drunkenness,  whether  it  is  of  limited 
measure  or  whether  it  is  excessive,  does  not  constitute  insanity,  and 
does  not  excuse  a  person  committing  an  act  from  the  responsibilities  of 
that  act. 

Bat  if  a  person  committing  an  act  or  doing  an  injury  is  in  a  state  of 
"delirium  tremens*'  at  the  time,  and  is  therefore  rendered  unable  t« 
determine  the  nature  or  the  quality  of  the  act,  or  its  right  or  its  wrong, 
then  he  is  relieved  from  the  responsibility  ;  and  the  same  rule  applies  to 
general  insanity  if  the  man  does  not  comprehend  the  nature  and 
quality  of  that  which  he  does  and  the  right  or  the  wrong,  then  he  is 
relieved ;  if  he  does  comprehend  both,  then  he  is  responsible  for  that 
which  he  does. 

Where  the  defense  of  insanity  had  been  interposed,  the  court  after  charg- 
ing the  above  propositions  as  to  the  law  of  insanity,  also  charged,  if 
"you  have  a  reasonable  doubt,  from  the  evidence  in  this  case,  that  the 
prisoner  is  guilty  of  this  crime,  then  you  should  give  him  the  benefit  of 
that  doubt,  and  he  should  stand  acquitted  ;  if  you  have  no  such  doubt, 
then  you  should  pronounce  him  guilty."  The  prisoner's  counsel 
requested  the  Judge  to  charge  "  that  if  from  the  evidence  in  the  case  a 
reasonable  doubt  arises  in  the  jurors  minds  as  to  the  sanity  or  insanity 
of  this  defendant,  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  that  doubt." 
The  court  refused  so  to  charge.  A  further  request  to  charge:  "The 
defense  are  not  required  to  establish,  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  the 
insanity  of  the  prisoner.  If  the  evidence  raises  a  reasonable  doubt 
whether  he  was  insane  or  not,  he  is  entitled  to  that  doubt,"  was  also 
refused: 

Msid,  that  the  charge  was  a  complete  and  correct  charge  upon  the  subject 
of  insanity,  and  the  requests  to  charge  were  properly  refused. 
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SM,  alfio,  that  the  charge  aa  made  being  correct,  the  prisoner's  counsel 
had  no  right  to  request,  nor  was  it  the  duty  of  the  court  to  repeat  in 
substance  such  charge  in  different  form  and  words. 

Held,  further,  that  ^the  requests  to  charge  was  too  broad  and  does  not 
accord  with  the  law  as  it  exists  in  this  state. 

Fourth  Department^  Oeiieral  Term^  Mayy  1881, 

Before  Learned,  P.  J.y  Bookjes  a/nd  Boasdman,  JJ, 

On  the  11th  day  of  February,  1879,  at  the  dty  of  Albany, 
the  respondent,  John  O'Connell,  made  an  attack  upon  his 
wife  with  an  iron  plow  coulter,  struck  her  several  blows  upon 
the  head  and  one  upon  the  neck.  The  blows  upon  the  head 
cut  through  to  the  bone  and  fractured  the  skull.  He  was 
indicted  for  an  assault  with  a  deadly  weapon,  with  intent  to 
kill.  He  was  thereafter  tried,  convicted,  and  on  the  24th  day 
of  November,  1880,  sentenced  to  state  prison  for  three  years. 
On  the  trial  it  appeared  that  he  was  of  a  nervous,  excitable 
disposition,  easily  angered;  that  these  characteristics  were 
heightened  by  liquor.  The  defendant  showed  that  he  had 
formerly  owned  considerable  property ;  that  he  had  lost  it  by 
foreclosures  some  two  years  before  this ;  that  he  claimed  to 
have  been  cheated  out  of  it ;  got  excited  when  talking  about 
it ;  that  since  losing  his  property  he  had  taken  to  drinking ; 
that  upon  the  day  in  question  he  had  been  drinking,  and  that 
immediately  after  the  assault  he  appeared  to  be  much  excited. 
The  medical  testimony  was  to  the  effect  that  he  was  of  sound 
mind,  and  that  the  acts  and  appearance  of  the  respondent^  as 
testified  to  by  other  witnesses,  did  not  indicate  insanity. 
Upon  the  question  of  insanity  the  court  charged  as  follows : 
^'  But  he  does  interpose  a  defense,  and  that  is,  whether  he  did 
this  injury  .or  not,  no  matter  what  the  motive  may  have  been 
which  actuated  it,  or  the  instrument  which  he  used,  yet  he  is 
not  responsible  in  the  law ;  he  should  not  be  condemned  for 
the  reason  he  was  irresponsible ;  that  he  was  an  insane  man  at 
the  time  it  is  alleged  this  occurrence  transpired.    You  are  to 
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determine  from  the  evidence  whether  or  no  such  is  the  fact. 
The  presmnption  of  law  is  in  this  instance  against  the  prisoner, 
as  in  the  other  it  was  in  his  favor.  He  is  presumed  innocent 
of  the  performance  of  an  act  until  he  is  proven  to  be  guilty. 
He  is  presumed  to  be  a  sane  man  and  amenable  to  all  the 
appliances  of  the  law  until  he  convince  you  by  evidence  that 
he  is  insane,  and  he  is  responsible  for  the  appliance  of  the  law 
until  he  relieves  himself  by  convincing  you  that  he  is  insane 
and  not  responsible.  And  by  insanity  it  is  to  be  understood, 
in  the  sense  of  the  law,  a  diseased  condition  of  the  mind  and 
conscience  of  the  person  so  as  not  to  be  able  to  comprehend 
the  nature  and  quality  of  the  act  which  he  does,  and  so  that 
he  is  not  able  to  determine  the  right  or  wrong  of  that  act 
If  he  can  determine  those  two,  the  nature  and  quality  of  the 
act,  and  is  able  to  determine  whether  or  no  that  act  is  right 
or  wrong  in  the  light  of  God's  law,  then  he  is  not  insane,  and 
is  not  relieved  from  the  responsibility  attaching  to  the  act 
which  he  does.  Drunkenness  in  itself,  simple  drunkenness, 
whether  it  is  of  limited  measure  or  whether  it  is  excessive, 
does  not  constitute  insanity,  and  does  not  excuse  a  person 
committing  an  act  from  the  responsibilities  of  that  act.  If  a 
crime  is  committed  it  does  not  relieve  him  from  the  responsi- 
bility of  that  crime.  And  intemperance  only  amounts  to  a 
justification  in  the  light  of  insanity  when  insanity  has  been 
brought  about  as  a  result  of  continued  and,  perhaps,  excessive 
use  of  liquors,  in  a  derangement  of  the  mind  which  is  accom- 
panied to  a  greater  or  less  extent  with  a  derangement  of  the 
body,  so  that  the  normal  condition  is  overcome  and  the  mind 
is  rendered  incapable  of  considering  the  nature  and  quality  of 
acts  and  the  right  or  wrong  of  them ;  or  when  the  use  of  the 
liquor  is  so  excessive  for  the  time  being  as  to  result  in  a  tem- 
poraiy  mania  and  condition  that  is  known  in  the  books  and 
in  common  speech  among  the  people  as  ^  ddi/rium  tremena.^ 
If  such  is  the  condition  of  a  party  doing  an  injury  —  if  he  is 
in  a  state  of  deJ/i/rium  tremens  at  the  time,  and  is,  therefore, 
rendered  unable  to  determine  the  nature  of  the  quality  of  the 
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act,  or  its  right  or  its  wrong — then  he  is  relieved  from  the 
responsibility ;  and  the  same  role  applies  to  general  insanity. 
If  a  man  does  not  comprehend  the  nature  and  quality  of  that 
which  he  does,  and  the  right  or  wrong,  then  he  is  reliered ; 
if  he  does  comprehend  both,  then  he  is  responsible  for  that 
which  he  does.  I  think  I  have  said  all  that  is  necessary  for 
me  to  say  so  far  as  the  rales  are  concerned  by  which  you  are 
to  be  guided  in  determining  this  issue.  You  are  to  do  it 
impartially  and  justly.  You  are  to  have  no  sympathy  for  the 
prisoner  only  as  he  demands  it  in  the  evidence  itself ;  and  you 
are  not  to  visit  him  with  any  vindictive  feeling  because  you 
may  conceive  that  somebody  has  been  injured  and  possibly 
he  may  have  been  the  person  to  inflict  the  injury.  Justice 
is  supposed  to  be  blind  in  that  respect.  You  are  to  look  upon 
the  evidence,  and  that  alone,  and  determine  exactly  where  the 
truth  lies,  and  so  decide  without  any  favor  or  without  feeling. 
If  you  have  a  reasonable  doubt  from  the  evidence  in  this  case 
that  the  prisoner  is  guilty  of  this  crime,  then  you  should  give 
him  the  benefit  of  that  doubt,  and  he  should  stand  upon  his 
acquittal ;  if  you  have  no  such  doubt,  then  you  should  pro- 
nounce him  guilty."  At  the  conclusion  of  the  judge's  charge, 
defendant's  counsel  requested  the  court  to  charge,  '^  that  if, 
from  the  evidence  in  the  case,  a  reasonable  doubt  arises  in 
their  minds  as  to  the  sanity  or  insanity  of  this  defendant, 
that. he  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  that  doubt"  The  court 
declined  so  to  charge.  Defendant's  counsel  also  asked  the 
court  to  charge  ^^  that  they  are  not  to  establish,  to  their  satis- 
faction, sanity.  I  understood  you  to  charge  we  were  to  estab- 
lish, to  their  satisfaction,  his  insanity.  I  ask  you  to  chai^ 
the  defense  are  not  required  to  establish,  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt,  the  insanity  of  the  prisoner.  If  the  evidence  raises  a 
reasonable  doubt  as  to  whether  he  was  insane  or  not,  he  is 
entitled  to  that  doubt.  The  court  refused  so  to  charge.  And 
it  is  upon  these  refusals  to  chai^,  and  upon  an  exception 
to  that  portion  of  the  charge  in  which  the  court  says^ 
<<  defendant  is  bound  to  show  insanity  to  satisfaction  of  thet 
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jury,"  that  it  is  understood  the  respondent  relies  for  a  new 
trial. 

D.  Cody  Herrickj  district-attorney,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Under  the  statute  the  defendant  most  be  insane  to  escape  lia- 
bility for  his  acts  (2  R.  S.  [6«A  «?.]>  ^88,  sec.  2).  But  that 
insanity  must  be  such  that  he  cannot  distinguish  right  from 
wrong  at  the  time  of  and  with  respect  to  the  act  complained 
of  (  WiMs  agt.  The  People,  32  N.  Y.,  715 ;  Flannagan  agt. 
Peqpley  52  J!f.  JT.,  467 ;  Fecple  agt  Brotk&rtim,  75  N.  F., 
159).  There  is  no  testimony  in  tiie  case  amounting  to  evi- 
dence of  insanity.  Mere  wildness  and  excitability  are  not 
evidences  of  insanity  (  Willie  agt.  People,  32  If.  T.,  715 ; 
Welter  agt.  People,  32  N.  7.,  147 ;  Ferria  agt.  People,  36 
If.  Y.,  125-129).  The  court  is  not  bound  to  charge  upon 
abstract  questions  {Ferris  agt.  People,  35  N.  Y.,  125 ;  Walter 
agt.  People,  32  If.  Y.,  147 ;  Moody  agt.  Osgood,  54  If.  Y., 
488  ;  SloMerly  agt.  People,  58  N.  Y.,  354).  The  court  charged 
fully  in  regard  to  the  question  of  insanity,  and  also  in  regard  to 
reasonable  doubt.  When  the  jury  has  been  instructed  upon 
every  question  material  to  the  disposition  of  the  ease,  the  court 
may  decline  to  give  further  instruction  (  Walter  agt.  People, 
32  If.  Y.,  147 ;  Ferris  agt.  Peoj^,  35  N.  Y,  125  ;  Moody 
agt.  Osgood,  54  If.  Y.,  488 ;  Slatterly  agt  People,  58  N. 
Y.,  354 ;  Morehouse  agt.  Yeager,  71  N.  Y.,  594 ;  Rexter 
agt.  Storm,  72  N.  Y.,  601).  It  is  not  the  duty  of  trial  judge 
to  present  the  matter  to  the  jury  in  every  possible  phase  and 
in  every  form  of  language  which  the  ingenuity  of  counsel 
can  devise  {MoePs  Case,  Ct.  App.,  MS.).  The  request  to 
charge  was  too  broad.  Simply  being  insane  does  not  relieve 
a  man  from  responsibility.  The  test  of  responsibility  is  the 
capacity  of  the  defendant  to  distinguish  between  right  and 
wrong  at  the  time  of  and  with  respect  to  the  act  complained 
of  {Flamnagam,  agt.  People,  52  N.  Y.,  467;  People  agt, 
BrdtherUm,  75  N.  Y.,  159  ;  Moet  agt.  People,  Ct.  of  App., 
MS.).    Insanity  is  a  defense.    It  is  no  part  of  the  act  or  acts 
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complained  of.  It  is  an  extrinsic  fact  which,  if  established, 
is  a  defense  by  avoidance.  It  is  a  fact  to  be  proved  by  the  one 
asserting  it.  Baising  a  donbt  in  regard  to  the  existence  of  a 
fact  is  not  proving  that  it  exists  {People  agt.  Schryvery  iSS'  N. 
Y,y  1,  see  p.  9 ;  WhoHon^e  Grim.  Ev,y  sec.  821,  and  cases 
cited).  The  defendant  in  this  case,  relying  npon  the  defense 
of  insanity  alone,  was  bonnd  to  prove  it  {Megma  agt.  Dayton^ 
4  Vox  C.  C,  149 ;  Commonwealth  agt.  Heathy  11  Ghray^  308  ; 
Commonwealth  agt.  Eddy^  7  Oray^  583 ;  State  agt.  Coleman^ 
27  La.  Ann.y  691 ;  In  the  Matter  of  Insane  Criminals^  8 
Scot's  IL  B.y  595 ;  1  61  cfe  K,  130,  note).  There  must  be  a 
preponderance  of  evidence  of  insanity  to  overcome  the  pre- 
sumption of  sanity  {BosweU  agt.  State^  63  Alabama^  307 ; 
Ostmire  agt.  CommjonweaWiy  76  Penn.^  414 ;  State  agt. 
Redemeiery  71  ifo.,  173).  It  is  not  sufficient  to  raise  a  reasona- 
ble doubt.  He  must  satisfy  the  jury  that  he  was  insane  at  the 
time  the  act  was  committed  {BaocigaZupo  agt.  Comm.onwealthy 
83  Orattam,,  807 ;  State  agt.  Strander,  11  W.  Va.,  745,  823). 
The  proof  of  insanity  ought  to  be  as  clear  and  satisfactory  as 
the  proof  of  committing  the  act  ought  to  be  to  find  a  sane 
man  guilty  {State  agt.  Spencer^  1  Zabriskisy  202). 

J.  H,  Clutey  for  appellant.  The  judge  erred  in  chai^ng 
the  jury  that  the  defense  of  insanity  is  an  affirmative  defense, 
and  that  the  prisoner  is  bound  to  satisfy  the  jury,  by  proof, 
that  he  was  insane.  The  judge  erred  in  refusing  to  charge 
the  jury  that  if,  from  the  evidence  in  the  case,  a  reasonable 
doubt  arises  in  their  minds  as  to  the  sanity  or  insanity  of 
defendant  then  he  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  that  doubt. 
This  request  was  put  in  different  forms,  and  each  time  an 
exception  was  taken  to  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  charge  as 
requested.  This  was  error^  for  which  a  new  trial  must  be 
granted  {Broihertm  agt.  The  People^  75  N.  F.,  159 ;  The 
People  agt.  McGann^  16  iT.  T.y  70 ;  Wagner  agt.  The  Peo- 
plcy  2  Eeyesy  694). 
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BoABDKAN,  J.  —  The  prifloner  was  convicted  under  an 
indictment  for  an  aesanlt  to  kill.  An  attempt  was  made  to 
show  he  was  insane  at  time  of  the  assanlt.  At  the  close 
of  the  charge  the  prisoner's  counsel  requested  the  judge  to 
charge  ^^that  if  from  the  evidence  in  the  case  a  reasonable 
doubt  arises  in  the  jurors'  minds  as  to  the  sanitj  or  insanity 
of  this  defendant,  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  that 
doubt." 

The  court:  ^No;  I  decline  to  charge  that."  A  further 
request  to  charge,  ^^  the  defense  are  not  required  to  establish 
beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  the  insanity  of  the  prisoner.  If 
the  evidence  raises  a  reasonable  doubt  whether  he  was  insane 
or  not,  he  is  entitled  to  that  doubt."  The  court :  "  I  decline 
to  charge  that."  The  prisoner's  counsel  excepted  to  such 
refusal  to  charge. 

The  evidence  required  the  submission  of  the  prisoners 
sanity,  at  the  time  of  the  ofiense,  to  the  jury,  and  it  was  sub- 
mitted in  the  following  langaage,  taken  from  the  charge: 
"  Ton  are  to  determine  from  the  evidence  whether  or  no  he 
was  insane  at  the  time  of  this  occurrence.  The  presumption 
of  law  is  in  this  instance  against  the  prisoner,  as  in  the  other 
it  was  in  his  favor.  He  is  presumed  to  be  innocent  of  the 
performance  of  an  act  until  he  is  proven  to  be  guilty.  He  is 
presumed  to  be  a  sane  man  and  amenable  to  all  the  appli- 
ances of  the  law  until  he  convinces  you  by  evidence  that  he 
is  insane ;  and  he  is  responsible  for  the  appliances  of  the  law 
until  he  relieves  himself  by  convincing  you  that  he  is  insane 
and  not  responsible.  And  by  insanity  is  to  be  understood, 
in  the  sense  of  the  law,  a  diseased  condition  of  the  mind  and 
conscience  of  the  person,  so  as  not  to  be  able  to  comprehend 
the  nature  and  quality  of  the  act  which  he  does,  and  so  that 
he  is  not  able  to  determine  the  right  or  the  wrong  of  that  act, 
and  is  able  to  determine  whether  or  no  that  act  is  right  or 
wrong  in  the  light  of  Ood's  law,  then  he  is  not  insane  and  is 
not  relieved  from  the  responsibility  attaching  to  the  act  which 
he  does.    Drunkenness  in  itself,  simple  drunkenness,  whether 
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it  18  of  limited  measure,  or  whether  it  is  excessive,  does  not 
constitute  insanity,  and  does  not  excuse  a  person  committing 
an  act  from  the  responsibilities  of  that  act.  If  a  crime  is 
committed  it  does  not  relieve  him  from  the  responsibilitj  of 
that  crime.  And  intemperance  only  amounts  to  a  justifica- 
tion in  the  light  of  insanity,  when  insanity  has  been  brought 
about  as  a  result  of  continued  and  perhaps  excessive  use  of 
liquor,  in  a  derangement  of  mind  which  is  accompanied  to  a 
greater  or  less  extent  with  a  derangement  of  the  body,  so 
that  the  normal  condition  is  overcome  and  the  mind  is  ren- 
dered incapable  of  considering  the  nature  and  quality  of  acts 
and  the  right  or  wrong  of  them;  or  when  the  use  of  the 
Kquor  is  to  excessive  for  the  time  being  as  to  result  in  a  tem- 
porary mania  and  condition  that  is  known  in  the  book  and  in 
common  speech  among  the  people  as  ^  deLvrimn,  tremens.^  K 
such  is  the  condition  of  the  party  doing  an  injury,  if  he  is  in 
a  state  of  delirium  tremens  at  the  time,  and  is  therefore  ren- 
dered unable  to  determine  the  nature  or  the  quality  of  the 
act,  or  its  right  or  its  wrong,  then  he  is  relieved  from  the 
responsibility ;  and  the  same  rule  applies  to  general  insanity ; 
if  the  man  does  not  comprehend  the  nature  and  quality  of 
that  which  he  does,  and  the  right  or  the  wrong,  then  he  is 
relieved ;  if  he  does  comprehend  both,  then  he  is  responsible 
for  that  which  he  does.  If  you  have  a  reasonable  doubt 
from  the  evidence  in  this  case  that  the  prisoner  is  guilty 
of  this  crime,  then  you  should  give  him  the  benefit  of 
that  doubt,  and  he  should  stand  upon  his  acquittal;  if 
you  have  no  such  doubt,  then  you  diould  pronounce  him 
guilty."  This  was  a  complete  and  correct  charge  upon 
the  subject  of  insanity.  It  presents  the  issue  fairly,  and  as  the 
prisoner's  coxmsel  now  claims  the  law  to  be.  It  says,  in  sub- 
stance, the  sanity  of  the  prisoner  is  presumed.  His  insanity, 
his  inability  to  distinguish  between  right  and  wrong  in  refer- 
ence to  the  act  done  at  the  time  when  it  was  done,  must  be 
proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury.  But  if  on  the  whole 
evidence  the  jury  have  reasonable  doubt  whether  the  prisoner 
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is  gniltj  of  the  crime  charged  yon  must  acqnit  him.  If  yon 
have  no  each  donbt  then  yon  flhonld  convict  him.  The  charge 
as  made  being  correct,  had  the  prisoner's  counsel  the  right  to 
request,  and  was  it  the  dnty  of  the  court  to  repeat,  in  sub- 
stance, such  charge  in  different  form  and  words  ?  Is  it  to  be 
tolerated  that  counsel  may  ask  a  judge  to  repeat  by  way  of 
emphasis  in  a  modified  form  certain  portions  of  his  charge  ? 
It  ought  not  to  be  so,  and  the  authorities  seem  to  say  it  is 
not  so.  Says  Bbynolds,  C,  in  Moody  agt.  Osgood  (54  N,  Y.^ 
494) :  "  The  jury  had  before  been  properly  instructed  in  every- 
thing  neceaaaiy  to  a  proper  dispoaition  of  the  case.  It  was 
sufficient  that  the  present  case,  upon  the  law  and  the  evidence, 
was  properly  submitted  to  their  judgment.  This  was  all,  I 
think,  the  judge  was  required  to  do,  and  there  must  be  a 
period  of  time  when  a  circuit  judge  may  properly  decline  to 
entertain  any  further  appUcation  from  either  party  to  give 
further  instructions  to  the  jury,  and  that  period  is  ordinarily 
reached  when  after  the  dose  of  the  evidence  in  a  cause  the 
jury  have  been  properly  instructed  upon  every  question  mate- 
rial to  the  disposition  of  the  case "  {See^  aleo,  HcHhrook  agt 
XT.  and  S.  R.  R.,  12  N.  T.,  236,  244 ;  Decker  agt.  Maikery 
Id.j  313,  320,  324;  Moorhowe  agt.  Yager^  71  w?.,  594; 
Rexter  agt.  JSaimy  73  id.j  601).  But  there  is  a  further  answer 
to  the  requests  to  charge.  The  mere  fact  that  a  person  is 
insane  does  not  per  se  relieve  him  from  responsibility.  The 
test  is,  whether  he  is  capable  of  distinguishing  ^^  between  right 
and  wrong  at  the  time  of  and  with  respect  to  the  act  com- 
plained of"  {Flcmagom  agt.  People^  52  If.  Y,  467,  469; 
WiUia  agt.  People,  32  N.  T.,  717 ;  Wagner  agt.  People,  4 
AVb.  C.  of  A.  Cases,  511 ;  People  agt.  Montgomery,  13  -flT.  51, 
209).  MuLLiN,  P.  J.,  at  page  246,  says :  "A  man  may  be 
insane  and  yet  be  capable  of  distinguishing  between  right  and 
wrong.  It  is  only  when  the  msanity  has  taken  possession  of 
the  whole  mind  so  as  to  obliterate  altogether  the  capacity  to 
make  this  distinction  that  he  becomes  responsible."  Again 
(j>p.  247)  248) :  ^^  Proof  that  the  accused  was  insane  when  the 
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crime  was  committed  is  not  enongli  to  require  a  juiy  to 
acquit.  It  must  be  sho^^n  that  the  insanity  was  snch  as  to 
destroy,  for  the  time  at  least,  the  consciousness  of  the  distinc- 
tion between  right  and  wrong"  {Brothertan  agt  2^  Peqpley 
75  iT.  r.,  169). 

We  conclude  the  prisoner's  counsel  had  no  right  to  request 
a  further  charge  upon  the  subject  of  the  prisoner's  sanity, 
and  for  that  reason  the  judge  properly  refused  to  charge  as 
requested.  The  request  to  charge  was  too  broad  and  does  not 
accord  with  the  law  as  it  exists  in  this  state,  and  for  that  rea- 
son the  request  was  properly  refused. 

The  conviction  and  judgment  should  be  ^affirmed. 


SUPREME  OOTTRT. 
Ths  Pboplb,  respondents,  agt.  Julia  Coffeb,  appellant. 

Crindnal  law — Chnflnem&nt  of  disorderly  persons  and  vagrants  in  Albany 
county  peniientiary  proper  and  kntful —  Code  of  Orvmnal  Procedure,  sec- 
tions 893-903—  Chapter  188,  LaMsqf\%il,  not  repeated. 

The  c^nflnement  of  disorderly  persons  and  vagrants  in  the  Albany  county 
penitentiary  is  proper  and  lawful,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
sections  802  and  908  of  the  Ck)de  of  Criminal  Procedure. 

Chapter  188  of  the  Laws  of  1847  is  not  repealed  by  the  proyisions  of  these 
sections,  but  remain  in  full  force  and  validity  {8ee  Matter  of  Wacher, 
ante,  862). 

Third  DepaHmerUy  General  Term,  N'ovembeTj  1881. 

On  the  10th  daj  of  September,  1881,  the  above  named 
defendant,  Julia  Coffee,  was  duly  apprehended  and  brought 
before  William  K.  Olnte,  esq.,  a  police  jnstice  of  the  city  of 
Albany,  chai^  as  a  vagrant  within  the  n^eaning  of  section 
887  of  the  Code  of  Oriminal  Procednre.  The  defendant 
pleaded  gnilty  to  the  charge,  on  the  same  being  stated  to  her, 
and  was  dnly  convicted  thereof  and  sentenced  to  imprison- 


44A  NEW  YORK  PRA.CnCB  REPORTS. 

The  People  agt  Oofifee. 

ment  in  the  Albany  county  penitentiary  for  the  term  of  thirty 
days  at  hard  kbor.  Wherefore  the  said  justice  dnly  made  np 
and  signed  a  certificate  of  conviction  in  dne  form  of  law,  and 
immediately  caused  the  same  to  be  filed  in  the  Albany  connty 
clerk's  office. 

The  said  justice  then  made  np  and  signed  a  warrant  com- 
mitting the  said  defendant  to  the  Albary  penitentiary  for  the 
said  term  of  thirty  days  at  hard  labor,  under  which  she  was 
imprisoned.  That  thereafter,  and  on  the  10th  day  of  Sep- 
tember, 1881,  the  defendant  sued  out  a  writ  of  habeas  oarpui, 
returnable  before  Hon.  Anthony  Gould,  recorder  of  Albany, 
claiming  that  said  imprisonment  was  illegal,  on  the  ground 
that  under  the  new  Code,  section  892,  the  imprisonment  should 
have  been  in  the  Albany  county  jail,  instead  of  in  the  Albany 
county  penitentiary,  which  was  the  only  question  raised  by 
the  defendant. 

The  recorder  denied  the  motion  to  discharge  the  defendant, 
and  remanded  her  to  the  penitentiary  and  rendered  the  fol- 
lowing decision : 

Oalen  E,  Hittj  for  relator. 

D.  Cody  Herrichj  district-attorney,  for  people. 

QoxjLD,  Recorder. —  Julia  Coffee  was,  on  the  10th  day  of 
September,  1881,  tried  and  convicted  before  William  Bl  Clute, 
esq.,  police  justice  of  the  city  of  Albany,  of  being  a  vagrant, 
and  was  thereupon  Sentenced  to  be  confined  in  the  Albany 
county  penitentiary  for  the  term  of  thirty  days  at  hard  labor. 
Upon  the  same  day  she  sued  out  this  writ  before  me  through 
her  counsel,  who  upon  the  return  thereto  claimed  her  deten- 
tion to  be  illegal  and  void,  since  section  893  of  the  Code  of 
Criminal  Procedure  specifically -provides  that  vagrants,  if 
notorious,  and  so  this  petitioner  had  been  shown  to  be,  should, 
except  in  the  city  of  Kew  York,  be  committed  to  the  jail  of 
the  county  in  which  the  conviction  had  occurred.    Bef erence 
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was  also  made  by  him  to  section  903  of  the  same  Code,  which 
similarly  provides  regarding  disorderly  persons,  and  thus  by 
analogy  seems  to  indicate  more  clearly  the  intention  of  the 
legiBlatnre. 

Chapter  152  of  the  Laws  of  1844,  anthorized  and  directed 
the  erection  of  a  penitentiary  in  the  county  of  Albany  for 
the  confinement  of  certain  criminals.  Chapter  188  of  the 
Laws  of  1847,  contained  the  following  provisions : 

'^§  2.  It  shall  be  lawfnl  for  any  justice  of  the  peace  in  the 
county  of  Albany  to  commit  any  person,  who  shall  be  con- 
victed before  such  justice  as  a  disorderly  person,  to  the  peni- 
tentiary instead  of  the  jail  of  the  county  of  Albany." 

And  ^^  §  3.  It  shall  be  lawful  for  any  justice  of  the  peace  or 
other  magistrate  having  jurisdiction  thereof  in  the  city  or 
county  of  Albany,  in  all  cases  of  complaints  for  vagrancy,  to 
commit  any  person  convicted  upon  such  complaint  before  said 
justice  or  magistrate,  to  the  said  penitentiary  for  a  term  not 
exceeding  six  months." 

The  conviction  herein  of  Julia  CoflEee  was  under  and  pur- 
suant to  the  third  section,  above  quoted,  of  this  law. 

The  question,  therefore,  the  determination  of  which  this 
writ  demands,  is  as  follows :  Does  the  Code  of  Criminal  Pro- 
cedure repeal  these  sections,  and  must  vagrants  and  disorderly 
persons  be  committed  hereafter  to  the  county  jail  ? 

In  construing  statutes,  regard  must  be  had  for  the  intention 
of  the  legislature.  Successive  statutes  upon  the  same  *subject 
must  be  considered  together,  and  where  they  appear  to  con- 
tradict each  other,  they  must,  if  possible,  be  so  construed  that 
each  will  stand.  The  legislature  from  time  to  time  has  passed 
statutes  regarding  the  Albany  county  penitentiary.  It  has, 
by  separate  acts,  anthorized  pri«>iie»  from  certain  other 
counties  in  the  state  to  be  there  confined,  and  has  designated 
it  as  a  proper  place  for  the  detention  of  young  criminals. 
Prior  to  1844,  persons  convicted  of  minor  ofienses  in  this 
county  were  committed  to  the  county  jail.  What  intention 
was  evinced  by  the  legislature  in  passing  these  successive  acts 
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authorizing  the  erection  of  the  penitentiary  and  directing  that 
persons  thereafter  so  convicted  should  be  there  confined  i  It 
recognized,  I  think,  that  there  was  a  need  for  this  institution. 
It  indicated  that  for  the  purpose  of  imprisonment  it  was  to 
be  considered  a  jail  and  the  place  best  suited  for  the  detention 
of  those  convicted  of  minor  offenses.  It  showed  that  ^^  county 
jail "  and  ^^ Albany  county  penitentiary  "  are  not  inconsistent 
terms,  but  that  the  latter  includes  the  former,  and  is  an 
improvement  upon  it  Did  the  legislature,  then,  in  passing 
this  Code,  intend  to  undo  its  former  work  and  retrograde 
forty  years?  When  statutes  seem  inconsistent  and  doubtful, 
and  the  question  of  appeal  is  to  be  determined,  recourse  must 
be  had  to  a  consideration  of  the  old  law,  the  mischief  and  the 
remedy,  and  where  no  mischief  exists,  there  no  remedy  need 
be  applied.  This  seems  to  be  the  present  case.  The  legislar 
ture  has  clearly  indicated  that  the  penitentiary  is  an  improved 
jail  or  place  of  imprisonment  for  minor  offenses,  and  I  do  not 
think  that  by  these  sections  of  the  Code  now  in  question  it 
intended  to  destroy  its  own  creation. 

Furthermore,  these  acts  relating  to  the  penitentiary  are  all 
special  and  local,  while  the  Code  is  a  general  statute.  A 
special  statute  should  be  expressly  repealed.  It  is  passed  to 
serve  some  certain  purpose,  and  is  an  exception  to  any  general 
law  which,  at  the  time  of  its  passage,  may  exist.  It  is  definite 
in  its  design,  and  its  intention  is  clearly  manifest  to  the  enact- 
ing legislature.  Future  legislatures  can  repeal  it,  but  its  abro- 
gation should  be  beyond  all  doubt.  Courts  have,  at  all  times, 
frowned  upon  its  repeal  by  implication.  In  60  JVew  York, 
493,  it  is  held  that  '^  a  special  and  local  statute,  providing  for 
a  particular  case  or  class  of  cases,  is  not  repealed  or  amended, 
as  to  some  of  its  provisions,  by  a  statute  general  in  its  terms, 
provisions  and  application,  unless  the  intent  to  repeal  or  alter 
is  manifest,  although  the  terms  of  the  general  act  would,  but 
for  the  special  law,  include  the  cases  provided  for  by  the 
latter." 

In  59  Ifew  York,  38,  judge  Allen  says :  ^^  Laws  special 
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and  local  in  their  application,  are  not  deemed  repealed  by 
general  legislation,  except  upon  the  clearest  manifestations  of 
an  intent  by  the  legislature  to  effect  such  repeal,  and  ordina- 
rily, an  express  repeal  by  some  intelligible  reference  to  the 
special  act  is  necessary  to  accomplish  that  end."  And  69 
Nev)  Torkj  209,  a  case  in  which  the  opinion  is  delivered  by 
the  same  judge,  further  strengthens  and  enforces  these  views. 

And  the  legislature  has  had  regard  for  the  censure  and 
advice  of  the  courts.  When  the  present  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure was  passed,  the  former  acts  thereby  intended  to  be 
repealed  were  expressly  mentioned.  It  is  a  fair  inference 
that  in  a  similar  case,  such  as  the  passage  of  this  Criminal 
Code,  the  same  care  would  be  taken  in  regard  to  the  repeal  of 
special  statutes.  But  this  was  not  done.  The  Code  prescribes 
the  procedure  in  aU  criminal  cases,  it  uses  the  word  "  jail "  in 
those  sections  above  mentioned,  but  it  clearly  and  only  refers 
to  the  place  of  confinement  provided  by  a  county  for  deten- 
tion of  prisoners  convicted  of  certain  offeuses.  For  section 
962,  the  next  to  the  last  in  the  ^  Code,  expressly  provides 
^'  that  if  in  any  local  statute,  confined  by  its  terms  to  a  town 
or  village,  or  to  a  county  or  city  other  than  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York,  any  proceeding  is  prescribed  in  addi- 
tion to  those  prescribed  by  this  Code  and  not  inconsistent 
with  it,  the  same  shall  remain  unaffected  by  it." 

This,  as  being  the  latest  expression  of  the  will  of  the  legis- 
lature in  the  passage  of  this  act  must  prevail,  and  I  think  that 
under  it  and  upon  a  careful  construction  of  the  successive 
statutes,  the  confinement  of  disorderly  persons  and  vagrants 
in  the  Albany  county  penitentiary  is  proper  and  lawful,  and 
that  chapter  183  of  the  Laws  of  1847  is  not  repealed,  but 
remains  in  full  force  and  validity. 

I  therefore  deny  the  motion  herein  and  remand  the  prisoner. 

NoTB. —  On  appeal  the  judgment  was  aflinned  by  the  general  term  upea 
the  same  grounds  set  forth  in  the  foregoing  opinion,  and  in  the  opinion  of 
judge  WnsmROOK,  in  Th$  Maitter  of  Waclmr  (an<9,  862),  no  opinion,  was 
written.— [Bd. 

Vol.  LXn       57 
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Jones  agt  New  York  Central  and  Hudson  River  Railroad. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Bbidgst  Jones,  administratrizy  &c.,  agt  The  New  Yobk 
Cemtbal  and  Hudson  Rivbb  Railroad  Coicpant. 

NegJigenM —  OowMnUory  negUgenee  —  Eadenee — Inadionfar  negUgenu^ 
pUUnUff  miust  $how  affirmaUtdy  that  the  negligent  nf  dtfendantfoaa  £ft« 
aole  eaum  of  the  if^wry  —  What  enidenee  neeeseary — LegitimaU  and 
ffoper  inflrenion  to  he  d/ra/umfrom  the  evidence  is  for  the  jury. 

Although  in  an  action  for  negligence  it  is  necessary  for  the  plaintiif  to 
show  affirmatiyely  that  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  was  the  sole 
cause  of  the  injury  complained  of,  it  is  not  necessaiy  that  this  be  done 
"by  positive  and  direct  evidence,  proof  of  circumstances  from  which  the 
inferences  may  fairly  be  drawn  is  sufficient 

Not  only  is  the  truth  of  evidence  for  a  Jury,  but  the  legitimate  and 
proper  inferences  to  be  drawn  therefrom  are  also  for  thenL 

Where  the  answer  conceded  that  the  fall  occurred  whilst  the  deceased 
was  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty  as  a  brakeman,  and  the  legitimate 
inference  from  the  proof  was  that  he  fell  by  reason  of  the  round  giving 
way  : 

mUd,  that  the  two — the  admission  and  the  proof — together  establish  that 
the  deceased,  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty,  and  for  the  purpose  of  such 
discharge  of  duty,  took  hold  of  the  round  which,  owing  to  an  old  break, 
easily  discoverable  by  the  defendant  if  an  inspection  had  been  made, 
and  not  seen  by  the  deceased  on  account  of  the  darkness  of  night  and 
the  necessary  haste  of  its  use,  gave  way,  causing  him  to  fall  and  be 
crushed  by  the  train. 

ffeid,  also,  that  these  facts  establish  both  the  negligence  of  the  master  and 
the  freedom  from  negligence  of  the  servant,  and  throws  upon  the  master 
the  entire  responsibility  of  the  accident 

Special  Term^  Deceniberj  1881. 

HonoN  for  a  new  trial  on  a  case. 

Pa/rker  (6  Countrymafij  for  plaintifE. 

Samuel  ffa/ndy  for  defendant. 

Westbbook,  J.  -—  It  was  conceded  upon  the  trial  of  this 
«ction  that  William  Jones^  the  husband  of  the  plainti£F|  was 
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on  the  7th  day  of  February,  1879,  a  brakeman  in  the  employ 
of  the  defendant,  ^^  and  that,"  as  the  answer  expressly  admits 
and  avers,  '^  while  engaged  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties  as 
snch  brakeman  the  said  William  Jones  fell  to  the  ground 
under  a  train  of  cars  which  was  running  from  East  Albany  to 
West  Albany  and  was  killed." 

The  cause  was  tried  at  the  Albany  circuit  in  January,  1881, 
and  resulted  in  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  of  $4,500. 

The  particulars  and  the  cause  of  the  death  as  averred  in  the 
complaint  were  that  while  the  deceased  was  so  engaged  in 
the  discharge  of  his  duties  as  a  brakeman  upon  a  train  of 
freight  cars  which  the  defendant  on  the  day  above  mentioned 
was  moving  between  the  points,  also  above  stated  ^^he 
took  hold  of  or  stepped  on  one  of  the  iron  steps  or  bars 
attached  to  one  of  said  freight  cars  for  the  purpose  of  being 
used  as  a  ladder  in  climbing  on  and  off  said  car,  which  said 
iron  step  or  bar  had  become  and  then  was  defective  and  unsafe 
by  reason  of  long  use  and  strains,  and  was  then  cracked  and 
partially  broken,  which  said  defects  were  unknown  to  the  said 
William  Jones,  and  said  bar  or  step,  in  consequence  of  such 
defects,  gave  way  letting  the  said  Jones  fall  to  the  ground 
under  said  train  of  cars,  part  of  which  passed  over  and  crushed 
him  and  instantly  killing  the  said  William  Jones." 

The  proof  given  upon  the  trial  was  sufficient  to  justify  the 
jury  in  finding  that  the  cause  of  the  accident  was  a  defective 
bar  or  step  as  charged  in  the  complaint.  A  light  snow  had 
fallen  before  the  accident.  At  a  point  on  the  track,  where 
the  trampled  appearance  of  the  snow  indicated  that  some  one 
had  fallen  to  the  ground,  was  found  the  iron  round  of  a  lad- 
der of  a  freight  car  which  was  bent,  and  the  appearance  of  its 
ends  showed  an  old  break  almost  severing  it  from  its  connec- 
tions with  the  car,  whilst  the  part  newly  broken  was  distinctly 
visible,  and  evidently  the  part  of  the  iron  unsevered  by  the 
old  blow  which  had  bent  the  round  and  broken  it  almost  off 
at  both  ends  was  not  sufficient  to  withstand  the  strain  of  a 
man's  weight  if  thrown  upon  it    Kear  the  same  point  also 
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were  found  the  stick  and  other  artides  of  the  deoeasedy  and 
from  it  to  the  spot  where  the  body  of  the  deceased  was  found 
were  marks  upon  the  snow  showing  its  dragging.  The 
appearance  of  such  dragging  began,  as  jnst  stated,  at  the  place 
where  the  snow  was  trampled  and  the  round  found,  and  ended 
at  the  point  where  the  body  lay. 

The  cause  was  sent  to  the  jury  with  the  following  chaige : 
"  To  recover  in  an  action  of  this  character,  and  therefore  to 
entitle  the  plaintifi  to  recover  in  this  action,  it  must  be  affirma- 
tively shown  that  the  negligence  of  tixe  defendant  caused  the 
accident  and  that  the  deceased  was  free  from  contributory  neg- 
ligence. In  stating  to  you  this  general  rule  of  law  I  wish  to  be 
understood  that  you  are  to  find  the  negligence  of  the  defend- 
ant and  the  absence  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  deceased 
in  the  proof.  You  are  not  to  guess  it ;  you  are  not  to  surmise 
it,  but  you  are  to  find  it  in  the  proof.  Not  that  necessarily 
there  must  have  been  a  person  present  who  saw  the  accident 
and  who  can  detail  all  the  particulars  to  you,  but  in  the 
absence  of  direct  evidence  there  must  be  circumstances  from 
which  you  can  legitimately  and  properly  infer  the  negligence 
oi  the  defendant  and  the  absence  of  contributory  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  deceased." 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  charge  distinctly  recognizes 
the  rule  of  law  now  understood  to  be  well  settled  that 
upon  the  plaintijQ^  devolves  the  duty  of  showing  affirmatively 
that  the  deceased  was  free  from  contributory  negligence,  and 
that  such  fact  must  have  been  found  by  the  jury.  The  appli- 
cation for  a  new  trial  is  upon  the  ground  that  there  was  no 
evidence  from  which  the  inference  of  the  absence  of  con- 
tributory negligence  could  be  legitimately  drawn,  because,  as 
was  argued  for  the  defendant,  conceding  the  manner  of  death 
to  be  as  plaintifi  claimed,  there  was  an  entire  absence  of  proof 
to  show  how  or  in  what  manner  the  deceased  was  using  the 
ladder  when  it  gave  way. 

There  certainly  is  great  plausibility  «ad  force  in  the  point, 
and  I  was  at  one  time  strongly  inclined  to  hold  that  there 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICB  REPORTS.  45t 

Jones  agt  New  York  Central  and  Hudson  River  Railroad. 

Bhonld  be  a  new  trial  granted.  SnbBeqnent  examination  and 
reflection,  however,  satisfy  me  that  a  second  verdict  in  favot 
of  the  plaintiff  should  not  be  disturbed  for  the  following 
reasons: 

FitBt.  Not  only  is  the  tmth  of  evidence  for  a  jury,  but  the 
legitimate  and  proper  inferent^e  to  be  drawn  therefrom  are 
also  for  them. 

Of  the  extent  to  which  this  rule  has  recently  been  carried 
in  this  state,  the  case  of  Hart  agt.  The  Rvdmn  Ri/oer  Bridge 
Chmpcmy  (80  If.  Y.j  622)  affords  a  good  illustration.  Thei 
action  was  tried  before  myself,  and  with  the  facts  I  am  per> 
fectly  familiar.  The  plaintiff  was  nonsuited  because,  as  I 
supposed,  there  was  an  entire  absence  of  proof  to  show  how  / 

the  deceased  feU,  if  she  fell  at  all,  through'  the  opened  draw 
of  the  defendant's  bridge,  and  consequently  the  freedom  of 
the  deceased  from  contributory  negUgence  was  entirely 
unproved.  The  appellate  tribunal  must  therefore  have  reached 
the  conclusion  that  the  only  facts  which  were  shown,  to  wit, 
the  starting  of  deceased  from  East  Albany  to  return  to  Albany 
in  time  to  have  )!^eached  the  opened  draw ;  the  splashing  as  of 
something  falling  in  the  river ;  the  wetting  of  the  pier  above 
the  surface  of  the  water,  and  the  spot  where  the  body  was 
found,  were  sufficient  to  take  it  to  the  jury,  and  if  sufficient 
for  that  purpose,  then,  of  course,  they  were  also  ample  to  sus- 
tain a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  if  one  had  been  so  found. 

The  present  case  certainly  presents  more  facts  for  the  con- 
sideration of  a  jury  than  that  of  Hart  did,  and  as  two  juries 
have  concurred  in  finding  for  the  plaintiff  on  this  very  ques- 
tion, this,  the  second  verdict,  should  not  be  disturbed. 

Second.  If  the  case  stood  upon  the  proof  only,  and  the 
SaH  case  did  not  control  my  action,  the  point  made  by  the 
defendant  would  to  me  be  unanswerable.  The  only  inference 
which  can  be  drawn  from  the  evidence  alone,  as  it  seems  to 
me,  is  that  whilst  the  deceased  was  using  the  ladder  for  some 
purpose  it  gave  way,  and  by  means  thereof  he  fell  and  was 
killed.    Under  what  circumstances  and  for  what  purpose  he 
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used  it  were  nnproved,  and  hence  it  wonld  be  impoesible  to 
say  from  the  testimony  only  whether  the  use  by  the  deceased 
of  the  defective  round  which  caused  it  to  give  way  was 
proper  or  improper,  and  therefore  a  conclusion  as  to  how  the 
accident  occurred  would  be  a  mere  guess,  and  no  logical 
deduction  from  established  facts.  What  the  evidence  fails  to 
show,  however,  the  answer  admits.  That  concedes  the  fall 
occurred  whilst  the  deceased  was  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty 
as  a  brakeman,  and  as  the  legitimate  inference  from  the  proof 
is  that  he  fell  by  reason  of  the  round  giving  way,  the  two  — 
the  admission  and  the  proof  —  together  establish  that  the 
deceased,  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
such  discharge  of  duty,  took  hold  of  the  round  which,  owing 
to  an  old  break,  ^toily  discoverable  by  the  defendant  if  an 
inspection  had  been  made,  and  not  seen  by  the  deceased  on 
account  of  the  darkness  of  night  and  the  necessary  haste  of 
its  use,  gave  way,  causing  him  to  fall  and  be  crushed  by  the 
train.  Do  not  these  facts  necessarily  exclude  any  theory  of 
carelessness  upon  the  part  of  the  deceased  ?  In  other  words,  if  a 
master  sends  a  servant  in  the  night  time  up  a  ladder,  which 
the  master  by  the  use  of  ordinary  care  would  have  known  was 
deficient  in  one  of  its  rounds,  and  the  servant  in  obeying 
the  order  of  the  master  to  ascend  takes  hold  of  the  defective 
round,  which  gives  way  and  causes  him  to  fall,  do  not  these 
facts  establish  both  the  negligence  of  the  master  and  the  free- 
dom from  negligence  of  the  servant  t 

Precisely  the  circumstances  which  the  questions  involve,  the 
evidence  and  the  answer  in  this  case  establish.  The  accident 
occurred  in  the  night  time,  about  eight  o'clock,  in  the  month 
of  February.  The  movements  of  brakemen  on  a  freight  train 
must  be  rapid.  They  continually,  in  the  discharge  of  their 
duties,  have  occasion  to  go  up  and  down  the  ladders  placed 
upon  each  car  for  that  purpose.  The  deceased  fell,  the 
defendant  concedes,  whilst  in  the  discharge  of  duty,  and  he 
therefore  must,  as  the  proof  makes  clear,  have  been  using  the 
ladder  for  the  purpose  of  its  discharge.     Whether  he  ought^  ^ 
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in  the  darkness  and  haste,  to  have  obserred  that  the  ronnd 
was  insufficient  to  sustain  him  was  clearly  for  the  jnr j.  Thej 
have  found  that  he  was  not  negligent  in  not  discovering  its 
condition,  and  this  motion  therefore  presents  the  bald  case  of 
a  defective  round  of  a  ladder,  of  which  defect  the  master 
should  have  known  and  the  servant  not,  giving  way  whilst  the 
servant  is  using  it  in  the  discharge  of  duty.  This  excludes 
the  theory  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  servant,  establishes 
as  to  him  its  absence,  and  throws  upon  the  master  the  entire 
responsibility  of  the  accident. 

For  the  reasons  stated  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  must  be 
denied,  with  costs. 


SITPKEME  COTTRT. 
Alios  Douglass  agt.  Joseph  L.  Habbbstbo,  as  sheriff,  &c. 

Sheriff — EaBecuHon —  Teste  and  rehim  — When  error  not  to  mtiate—What 
wreffularUiee  may  be  amended — When  eheriff  not  entitled  to  question 
validity  qf —  Pleadings — SMdence — Special  mattere  not  admiesible  under 
the  general  iaette  —  Dtfenees  in  aeUon  against  haU —  When  not  appUeahtb 
in  action  agai^  eheriff^Oods  of  OivH  Procedure,  sections  28».  24,  699, 
728,  1866. 

In  an  action  against  a  sheiifl  tO'  enforce  his  liability  as  bail,  where  it  was 
objected  that  the  plaintiff  failed  to  establish  the  liability  of  the  sheriff 
as  bail,  for  the  reasons  that  neither  of  the  executions  were  tested,  and 
the  body  execution  did  not  specify  the  time  when  it  was  returnable: 

HM,  that,  though  the  executions  to  have  been  regular  should  have  been 
tested,  and  the  body  execution  should  have  been  made  returnable 
within  sixty  days  alter  its  receipt  by  the  sheriff,  the  omissions  were 
mere  irregularities  which  did  not  render  the  executions  void. 

B  seems  questionable  whether  the  omission  of  the  teste  made  them  even 
voidable. 

Held,  further,  that  the  irregularities  are  such  as  might  have  been  amended 
under.section  728  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

The  party  against  whom  the  executions  were  issued  not  having  availed 
himself  of  such  defects,  the  sheriff  cannot  take  advantage  of  them. 

After  the  sheriff  has  by  his  deputy  treated  the  executions  as  regular  and 
acted  under  and  made  returns  to  them,  he  cannot  afterwards  questioa 


4M        NEW  TORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


DoogUun  a^  Habentro. 


their  validity.  Proof  that  the  ezecutioiu  were  returned  by  the  direc- 
tion of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  in  order  that  the  aenrioe  thereof  iid(gbi 
be  prevented,  is  not  admissible  under  a  specific  or  general  denial ;  they 
constitute  or  tend  to  constitute  an  affirmative  defense,  and  cannot  be 
proved  unless  pleaded. 

The  provision  of  the  Revised  Statutes  permitting  a  pubHc  officer,  when 
sued  for  an  official  act,  to  give  special  matters  in  evidence  under  the 
general  issue  (2  R  &,  858,  mm.  14, 16),  is  no  longer  in  force. 

An  allegation  in  the  amended  answer  that  "  the  executions  were  returned 
by  the  deputy  having  the  same  in  charge,  at  the  request  and  by  the 
direction  of  tiie  attorney  of  the  plaintiff  in  said  executions,  with- 
out the  knowledge,  privity  or  consent  of  defendant  (the  sheriff)," 
does  not  constitute  a  defense  under  section  699  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure. 

The  return  of  the  execution  by  the  deputy  or  under  sheriff  before  the 
return  day  was  the  act  of  the  sheriff  and  was  entirely  voluntary  on  hia 
part  for  aught  that  is  alleged  in  the  answer,  and  it  constitutes  no 
defense,  either  under  the  statute  or  independently  of  it 


Fovaih  Depa/rtmerU^  Oeneral  Term^  October^  1881. 

MonoN  bj  the  defendant  for  a  new  trial  on  exceptions 
taken  at  the  Erie  circuity  and  ordered  to  be  heard  at  the  gen- 
eral term  in  the  first  instance. 

Osgoodby^  Titus  <b  Moot^  for  defendant. 

John  Ccmijp^>eU  HuHbellj  for  plaintiff. 

Smtth,  p.  J.  —  The  plaintiff  herein  sued  one  Warren,  in 
tort,  and  caused  him  to  be  arrested.  The  order  of  arrest  was 
served  by  the  defendant  herein  as  sheriff.  Warren  put  in 
bail,  who  were  excepted  to  and  neglected  to  justify,  and  the 
defendant  thereby  became  liable  as  bail.  The,  plaintiff 
recovered  judgment  against  Warren,  and  issued  a  property 
and  a  body  execution  thereon  successively,  which  were 
returned  by  a  deputy  of  the  defendant.  Nothing  was  col- 
lected, and  Warren  was  not  found.  The  plaintiff  then  com- 
menced this  action  against  the  sheriff  to  enforce  hia  liability 
.asbaiL 
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It  was  objected  by  the  defendant's  counsel  at  the  trial,  and 
the  point  is  ni^ed  here,  that  the  plaintiff  failed  to  establish 
the  liability  of  the  defendant  as  bail  for  the  reason  that  neither 
of  the  executions  was  tested,  and  the  body  execution  did  not 
specify  the  time  when  it  was  returnable.  The  direction  in 
the  latter  execution,  in  that  regard,  was  to  return  the  same 
"  as  required  by  law."  The  point  is  not  well  taken.  Doubt- 
less the  executions,  to  have  been  regular,  should  have  been 
tested  {Code  of  dv.  Proc.^  sec.  23),  and  the  body  execution 
should  have  been  made  returnable  within  sixty  days  after  its 
receipt  by  the  sheriff  {Code^  sees.  23, 1366),  but  the  omissions 
were  mere  irregularities  which  did  not  render  the  executions 
void.  It  is  questionable  whether  the  omission  of  the  teste 
nade  them  even  voidable  {Oode^  sec,  24,  last  dattses),  but 
however  that  may  be,  the  irregularities  are  such  as  might  have 
been  amended  {Cbdey  eec.  728 ;  The  Benedict  cmd  Bwrnha/m 
Manufactwrmg  Co,  agt  Thayer^  20  Hv/ti^  647;  21  iTzm, 
615),  and  the  party  against  whom  the  executions  were  issued 
not  having  availed  himself  of  such  defects,  the  sheriff  catmot 
take  advantage  of  them  {Forsyth  agt.  Comipbell^  15  J7tm,  235 ; 
Ihmford  agt.  Weawer^  21  JTtm,  349).  Besides,  the  defend- 
ant as  sheriff,  having,  by  his  deputy,  treated  the  executions  as 
Tegular,  and  acted  under  and  made  returns  to  them,  cannot  now 
be  heard  to  question  their  validity  {James  agt.  Chwrleyy  48 
ir.  T.,  163). 

The  only  other  question  which  need  be  discussed  is  whether 
the  court  erred  in  rejecting  certain  evidence  offered  by  the 
defendant.  The  defendant's  counsel  offered  to  prove  that 
the  executions  were  returned  by  the  direction  of  the  plain- 
tiff's attorney  in  order  that  the  service  thereof  might  be  pre- 
vented. The  plaintiff's  counsel  objected  that  the  proof  was 
not  admissible  under  the  answer,  and  the  court  so  held. 
When  that  ruling  was  made,  the  answer,  as  we  understand 
the  case,  contained  no  averment  of  the  matters  so  offered  to 
be  proved,  and  the  only^question  was  whether  they  were 
admissible  under  a  specific  or  general  denial.    That  they 
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were  not  admisfiible,  is  clear.  They  constitated,  or  tended  to 
constitnte  an  afSrmatiye  defense,  which  could  not  be  proved 
nnlesB  pleaded.  The  provision  of  the  Bevised  Statntes,  per- 
mitting a  public  officer  when  sued  for  an  official  act,  to  give 
special  matters  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue  (2  R.  S.j 
gees.  14, 15)  is  no  longer  in  force.  Mr.  justice  Gbovee  said,  in 
Richtmeyer  agt.  Remsen  (38  JT.  F.,  206,  208),  that  it  was 
repealed  by  the  Code  of  Procedure.  If  thlit  Code  left  it  in 
force  for  any  purpose,  it  was  expressly  repealed  in  1877, 
before  this  action  was  commenced  {Zaws  of  1877,  ckap,  417, 
%eo.  1,  part  3,  efuhd.  6). 

After  the  ruling  above  stated  had  been  made,  the  court 
permitted  the  defendant  to  amend  his  answer,  as  we  read  the 
case,  by  adding  to  it  a  defense  in  these  words :  ^^  The  defend- 
ant alleges  that  each  of  the  alleged  executions  set  forth  in  the 
complaint  was  returned  by  the  under  sheriff  and  deputies  of 
the  sheriff  of  Erie  county,  having  the  same  in  charge,  at  the 
— ^  request  and  by  the  direction  of  the  attorney  of  the  plaintiff 
in  said  executions  and  this  action,  without  the  knowledge, 
privity  or  consent  of  defendant ;  and  defendant  denies  that 
said  executions  were  duly  issued  or  duly  returned  as  set 
forth  in  said  complaint.  And  this  defendant  alleges,  upon 
information  and  belief,  that  said  plaintiff's  attorney  in  the 
executions  and  this  action,  requested  and  directed  said  execu- 
tions to  be  so  returned  that  he  might  commence  this  action 
against  defendant,  and  that  in  form,  the  law  might  seem  to  be 
complied  with,  and  that  said  returns  were  made  at  the  request 
and  by  the  direction  of  said  plaintiff's  attorney  in  said  execu- 
tions and  this  action,  as  herein  stated,  and  not  otherwise." 
After  the  answer  was  so  amended  the -defendant's  counsel 
made  several  offers  of  evidence,  none  of  which  need  be  con- 
sidered except  the  offer  to  prove  the  facts  alleged  in  such 
answer.  Although  that  particular  offer  does  not  appear  to 
have  been  acted  upon  in  any  way  at  the  trial,  we  gather  from 
the  case,  and  especially  from  that^part  of  it  which  immedi- 
ately precedes  the  offer,  that  the  trial  judge  ruled  that  the 
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third  or  amended  answer  did  not  constitute  a  defense.  Was 
that  roling  error  ? 

It  is  provided  by  section  699  of  the  Code  of  Civil  pro- 
cedure, that  in  an  action  against  bail,  it  is  a  defense  that  a 
direction  was  given,  or  other  fraudulent  or  collusive  means 
were  used,  by  the  plaintiS  or  his  attorney,  to  prevent  the 
service  of  an  execution  against  the  property,  or  against  the 
person  of  the  defendant  in  the  original  action.  The  amended 
answer  was  evidently  drawn  with  a  view  of  presenting  a  defense 
under  that  section,  but  it  failed  to  do  so.  The  gist  of  the  defense 
described  in  the  section  is  the  fraud  practiced  by  the  plaintiff 
in  the  execution  upon  the  bail.  But  no  fraud  upon  the  sheriff 
is  alleged  in  the  answer,  nor  could  there  have  been  any,  in 
view  of  the  facts  alleged,  since  he  was  a  party  to  the  trans- 
action, by  his  under  sheriff  or  deputy,  whose  official  act  was 
his  own.  If  the  deputy  had  colluded  with  the  plaintiff  or 
his  attorney  to  defraud  the  sheriff,  a  different  case  would  have 
been  presented,  but  that  is  not  averred.  The  return  of  the 
execution  by  the  deputy  or  under  sheriff,  before  the  return 
day,  was  the  act  of  the  sheriff  and  was  entirely  voluntary  on 
his  part,  for  aught  that  is  alleged  in  the  answer,  and  it  consti- 
tutes no  defense,  either  under  the  statute  or  independently  of 
it.    The  offer  was  properly  excluded. 

All  the  other  offers,  to  which  reference  has  been  made, 
either  fell  short  of  the  allegations  in  the  amended  answer  or 
exceeded  them,  and  in  either  case,  were  inadmissible. 

The  motion  for  new  a  trial  should  be  denied,  and  judgment 
ordered  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  verdict 

Hasdin,  J.,  and  Haight,  J.,  concurredi 

So  ordered. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Oathabqtb  Bbllaht  agt.  Wendbl  Githl  and  others. 

Mo>rtgag%foTtdimkrt  —  h^ait^ —  J2no  jmtimmI  MfTA»i»iii»^  M  mad»  upon  -* 
Judgment  cannot  be  taUdated  by  acti  done  eubeegumt  to  judgment  —  €hd§ 
of  OwSL  Proeedure,  eecMoM  486, 471,  724^  788. 

Where,  in  a  foreclosure  salt,  the  sammonfl  was  personally  served  upon 
two  of  the  defendants,  minor  children,  under  the  age  of  fourteen,  of 
the  mortgagor,  who  died  intestate  before  the  action  was  commenoed, 
but  was  not  served  up<Mi  their  mother  or  general  guardian  : 

Bdd,  that  the  service  was  not  such  as  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction  over 
the  person  or  property  of  the  infants,  even  though  a  guardian  ad  litem 
appointed  for  them  appeared  in  the  action  and  put  in  an  answer  for 
them  ;  and  a  Judgment  of  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage  and  sale  there- 
under cannot  be  validated  by  acts  done  subsequent  to  such  judgment 
and  sale. 

A  judgment  entered  without  service  of  process  is  not  within  the  remedial 
scope  of  sections  794  nor  788  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

Special  Terrn^  Jwkua/ry^  1882. 
8,  C.  Rijpley^  for  plaintifE. 
Geo.  F.  Martensy  for  defendant. 

Potter,  J.  —  This  is  a  motion  to  correct  or  validate  a  judg- 
ment of  f oredosnre  of  mortgage  and  sale  thereunder. 

The  purcliaser  at  the  sale,  doubting  the  validity  of  the 
judgment  imder  which  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises 
was  made,  declines  to  complete  the  sale. 

The  ground  of  the  objection  to  the  title  is  that  the  service 
of  the  summons  and  complaint  upon  two  of  the  defendants, 
viz.,  Peter  0.  8.  Gould  and  Josephine  Gould,  minor  children, 
under  the  age  of  fourteen  years,  of  the  mortgagor,  who  died 
intestate  before  the  action  was  commenced,  had  not  been  made 
in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law  to  give  the  court  rendering 
the  judgment  jurisdiction  over  the  person  or  property  of  tb« 
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infants.  The  snmmons  was  penonallj  served  on  the  infantSi 
but  was  not  served  upon  their  mother  or  general  gnardian  for 
said  infants,  though  I  am  led  to  suppose  from  the  papers  upon 
the  motion  the  summons  was  served  upon  Wendel  Guhl  as 
one  of  the  adnunistrators  of  the  mortgagor's  estate. 

A  gnardian  ad  litem  was  appointed  for  these  infants,  who 
appeared  in  the  action  and  put  in  an  answer  for  them,  but 
upon  whose  petition  the  appointment  was  made  does  not 
appear  from  the  papers. 

There  are  two  questions  arising  upon  this  motion : 

Mrst.  Did  the  court  acquire  jurisdiction  of  the  person  and 
property  of  said  infant  defendants?  If  not,  can  the  court 
grant  any  order  or  relief  upon  the  acts  done  subsequent  to  the 
judgment  and  sale  to  validate  the  judgment  and  sale  and  give 
the  purchaser  at  the  sale  that  degree  of  certainty  and  assur- 
ance of  title  that  any  purchaser  at  a  judicial  sale  h  entitled  to 
have? 

I  am  brought  to  the  conclusion  that  the  court  had  not  juris- 
diction to  render  a  judgment  of  sale  and  foreclosure  against 
the  infants  named  and  their  property.  Section  426,  Civil 
Procedure,  prescribes  the  manner  of  making  service  upon 
infants  under  fourteen  years  of  age. 

Two  things  are  absolutely  required — one,  that  service  of 
the  summons  shall  be  made  upon  the  infant,  and  also  upon 
the  father,  mother  or  guardian,  if  withm  the  state. 

It  appeases  the  father  was  dead,  and  I  can  only  infer  4hat 
the  mother  was  also  dead  (the  fact  is  not  distinctly  stated  in 
the  affidavits),  but  the  papers  show  that  the  infants  have 
general  guardians  residing  within  the  state.  The  statute  makes 
no  distinction  in  the  importance  and  necessity  of  both  these 
requirements  in  making  service  to  commence  actions  against 
infanta  under  fourteen  yean,  of  age. 

It  was  held  in  the  court  of  appeals,  in  IngersoU  agt«  Mc^th- 
gam  (March  13^  1881),  that  the  omission  to  make  personal 
service  upon  the  infi^its  even  where  a  guardian  ad  lUem 
appointed  upon  the  petition  of  the  mother  of  the  infants 
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appeared  and  answered  for  them,  llie  court  in  that  case  say, 
service  alone,  either  on  the  infant  or  on  the  father,  mother, 
guardian  or  other  person  mentioned  in  section  426,  subdivision 
1,  does  not  constitute  personal  service  within  the  statute. 

Nor  is  the  case  under  consideration  helped  out  or  made 
good  by  the  fact  that  a  guardian  ad  litem  appeared  and 
answered  for  the  infants  for  these  reasons : 

JFwit.  The  court,  without  two-fold  service  of  the  summons 
in  the  manner  specified  in  section  426,  has  no  jurisdiction  to 
appoint  a  guardian  ad  litem  {IngereM  agt  Morgan^  euprOj 
and  second  by  sec.  471,  do.  Pro).  If  the  infant  is  under 
the  age  of  fourteen  years  a  guardian  ad  litem  can  only  be 
appointed  upon  the  application  of  any  other  party  to  the 
action  or  of  a  relation  or  friend  of  the  infant.  It  is  not 
shown  upon  this  motion  who  made  the  application  for  the 
appointment  of  the  guardian  ad  litem. 

Second.  Can  the  subsequent  steps  taken  in  this  action  give 
validity  to  a  void  judgment  and  sale  under  it?  Plaintiff,  to 
cure  the  omission  of  service  upon  the  general  guardian  of  the 
infants,  has,  since  the  judgment  and  sale,  served  such  guardian 
with  the  summons  and  complaint,  as  also  the  guardian  ad 
litemy  and  with  notice  of  motion  to  have  such  proof  of 

service  filed  as  of  the  date  of ,  and  made  a  part  of  the 

judgment  roll,  &o. 

The  plaintifPs  counsel  has  not  cited  any  authority,  nor  do 
I  think  one  can  be  found  for  so  extraordinary  procedure. 

The  proceeding  is  but  little  if  at  all  different  or  less  than 
this  to  enter  up  a  judgment  against  a  party  and  sell  his  prop- 
erty under  it,  and  then  to  serve  him  with  summons  and  ask  the 
court  to  have  such  services  support  the  judgment  and  justify 
all  that  may  have  been  done  under  it. 

Neither  section  724  nor  783,  nor  the  cases  cited  by  plaintiff 
afford  any  warrant  for  such  procedure. 

A  judgment  entered  without  service  of  process  is  not  within 
remedial  scope  of  these  sections  {Baldwin  agt  KemdaXL^  16 
AUb.,  356). 
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I"  .  ■  .-  ■    I  .  ^ 

The  motion  miiBt  be  denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs  and  dis- 
bursements, and  the  purchaser  released  from  his  bid  and 
restored  to  what  he  has  parted  with  in  the  attempted  pnrcha^. 


K  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Ellen  Muloahet  agt.  Thb  Emigbant  Industrial  Sayings 

Bank. 

Cdntraet — DeposUa  in  taeingn  hank  to  credit  of  K,  or  F.  — Bighitt  qf  partie$ 

do  not  descend  topononal  repreeentaiioes. 

Where  a  saTings  bank  opened  an  account  "  with  John  O'Eeefe  or  EUen 
Mulcahey,  creditor:" 

Bold,  that  the  contract  means  that  the  money  may  be  paid  to  either  as  in 
the  case  of  a  Joint  deposit.  But  if  one  of  said  persons  die  the  money 
cannot  be  paid  to  his  legal  representatives  but  must  be  paid  to  the  sur- 
vivor.   The  reasons  stated. 

General  Termy  Jcmuary^  1881. 

Before  C.  P.  Dalt,  CA.  «/.,  J.  F.  Daly  and  Bbaoh,  J  J. 

Upon  the  trial  the  foUowing  facte  appeared,  to  wit,  im  account 
was  opened  with  the  defendant  as  follows :  ^^  Dr.  Emigrant 
Industrial  Savings  Bank  in  account  with  John  O'Keefe  or 
Ellen  Mulcahej,  Cr."  O'Keefe  subsequently  died  and  letters 
of  administration  were  issued  upon  his  estate  to  his  widow, 
and  upon  presentation  of  these  letters  the  defendant  paid 
over  the  entire  money  on  deposit  to  the  administratrix  so 
appointed. 

Ellen  Mulcahey  subsequently  sued  the  defendant  to  recover 
the  same  moneys.  Upon  the  trial  before  Mr.  justice  Van 
Bbtjnt  the  defendant,  after  proof  of  the  facts,  moved  to  dis- 
miss the  complaint. 

The  court  said :  ^^  Well,  I  am  inclined  to  the  opinion  that 
you  have  not  carried  out  your  contract ;  that  is  the  only  point 
in  this  case.  It  does  not  seem  to  me  that  any  evidence  in 
regard  to  conversations  at  the  time  of  the  deposit,  or  at  any 
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Other  time  in  reference  to  this  matter,  can  change  the  rights 
ol  the  parties  under  that  contract  The  contract  was  that  the 
mpnej  should  be  paid  to  John  O'Eeefe  or  Ellen  Mulcahej ; 
and  that  was  the  agreement.  There  is  no  question  that  if 
John  O'Eeefe  had  taken  the  whole  of  this  money,  no  matter 
how  much  Ellen  Mulcahej  might  say  ^  you  shan't  draw  it,' 
the  bank  would  be  protected.  The  only  question  is,  whether 
these  rights  descended  to  the  personal  representative  of  the 
party  making  the  deposits.  John  O'Keefe,  if  living,  could 
have  drawn  that  money  from  the  bank.  I  am  of  the  opinion 
that  it  was  in  the  nature  of  a  personal  right  and  that  as  long 
as  John  O'Eeefe  or  Ellen  Mulcahey  was  alive  either  party 
who  was  living  had  a  right  to  collect  the  money  from  the 
bank,  and  that  right  did  not  descend  to  the  personal  repre- 
sentative. It  might  be  likened  to  the  principle  of  a  partner- 
ship. Suppose  they  had  been  partners  and  deposited  this 
fund  so  that  O'Eeefe  could  have  drawn  the  whole,  or  £!llen 
Mulcahey  could  have  drawn  the  whole,  the  right  to  draw 
would  not  have  descended  to  the  personal  representative*  and 
it  seems  to  me  that  was  the  nature  of  this  contract  at  the  time 
this  money  was  deposited ;  and  for  that  reason,  it  seems  to 
me,  the  right  to  draw  did  not  go  to  the  personal  representa- 
tive and  did  go  to  the  survivor.  It  seems  to  me  that  that  is 
the  principle  to  which  it  is  likened.  We  must  assume,  in 
view  of  the  nature  of  this  contract,  that  these  parties  bad  a 
joint  interest  in  it  in  some  way  or  another.  There  was  a  joint 
interest  between  the  two." 

Motion  denied  and  a  verdict  directed  by  the  court  for  the 
plaintiJS,  the  exceptions  to  be  heard  ixx  the  first  instance  at 
general  term,  judgment  in  the  meantime  suspended.  The 
verdict  was  for  $1,697  with  interest  from  March  14, 1873. 
Upon  the  hearing  at  the  general  term  the  f oUowing  opinion 
was  filed: 

W.  F.  Rowe^  for  plaintiflf. 

John  E.  Defodmy  for  defendant 
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J.  F.  Daly,  J. —  As  it  is  admitted  by  defendant  that  Ellen 
Mulcahey  and  John  O'Keef  e  were  both  present  at  the  bank  at 
the  time  of  the  deposit  of  the  money  which  is  the  subject  of 
this  action,  that  fact,  coupled  with  the  opening  of  the  account 
in  the  name  of  both  in  the  manner  hereinafter  mentioned,  is, 
in  the  absence  of  all  proof  to  the  contrary,  sufficient  evidence 
that  the  money  was  the  joint  property  of  the  depositors,  and 
that  the  deposit  was  a  joint  deposit. 

During  the  life  of  both  the  moneys  might  have  been  paid 
to  either  as  joint  creditors  of  the  bank.  The  recital  in  the 
pass-book,  "i?r.  Emigrant  Industrial  Savi/ngs  Bamk^  in 
aoeoimt  with  John  G^Keefe  or  EUen  Mvlcahey^  Or,j^ 
expressed  no  more  than  that  the  moneys  might  be  paid  to 
either,  as  in  the  case  of  all  joint  deposits.  It  did  not  create  a 
several  liability,  but  was  merely  declaratory  of  the  obligation 
of  the  bank  and  the  right  of  the  depositors,  as  in  all  caaes 
of  joint  deposits. 

It  did  not  take  from  this  plaintiff,  Ellen  Mulcahey,  the  sur- 
vivor, the  right  to  draw  the  whole  sum,  nor  give  to  the  per- 
sonal representatives  of  John  O'Keefe,  deceased,  the  right  to 
draw  on  presenting  the  book.  The  pass  book  cannot  be  con- 
sidered as  a  written  instrument,  assignable  by  either  payee, 
and  passing  to  the  representatives  of  the  holder,  as  m  the 
case  of  special  contracts  to  pay  {Record  agt.  Chisun^  25  TexaSy 
348,  cited  hy  appeUcmt).  The  right  of  action  is  upon  the 
deposit. 

As  to  the  objection  that  the  plaintiff  made  no  effectual 
demand  on  the  bank,  because  she  did  not  produce  the  pass 
book,  it  appears  from  the  testimony  of  Hannah  Lyons,  that 
defendants  had  already  paid  over  the  fund  to  Mrs.  O'Keefe 
when  plaintiff  demanded  it,  and  it  appears  from  defendant's 
answer  that  it  was  so  paid  to  Mrs.  O'Keefe  on  production  and 
transfer  by  her  to  the  bank  of  the  pass  book.  It  was,  there- 
fore, impossible  for  plaintiff  to  comply  with  the  by-laws  and 
produce  the  book,  as  defendant  then  had  it. 
Vol.  LXII        69 
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The  exceptions  shoTild  be    overruled,  and  judgment  for 
plaintiff  entered  npon  the  verdict  with  costs. 
0.  P.  Da£t,  C.  J.,  and  Buach,  J.,  concurred. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


John  H.  Poultnibt  agt.  Lewis  W.  Baohmak,  treasurer  of 
Hudson  City  Lodge  No.  142,  Independent  Order  of  Odd 
Fellows  of  the  State  of  New  York. 

BeMwient  todeUei — Rightt  of  ihdr  memben — Acii(m$hy  or  againgt  anoeia- 
Uon$  of  moen  or  more  per$on8  —  Chde  of  OivU  Procedure,  eection  1919. 

Under  section  1919  of  the  Code  of  Ciyil  Procedure  an  action  may  be 
maintained  by  a  member  of  a  benevolent  society  againat  the  treasurer 
of  such  society  to  recover  from  the  funds  of  the  same,  certain  moneys 
aUeged  to  be  due  him  by  reason  of  sickness. 

The  action  was  brought  against  a  lodge  of  odd  fellows  by  one  of  its 
members  to  recover  "  sick  benefits  "  to  which  he  claimed  to  be  entitled. 
The  plaintiff  had  Joined  the  lodge  years  ago,  when  its  by-laws  provided 
that  in  case  of  sickness  every  member  should  receive  a  specified  sum 
weekly  "during  his  sickness  or  disability."  Another  section  empow- 
ered the  lodge  to  alter  or  amend  the  by-laws  whenever  deemed 
expedient  After  the  plaintiff  had  been  taken  sick,  and  while  he  was 
in  receipt  of  the  weekly  sum  allowed  him,  a  by-law  was  passed  reduc- 
ing the  amount  of  the  payments  from  four  dollars  to  one  a  week: 

HM^  that  the  lodge  was  bound  to  continue  paying  the  plaintiff  the  full 
amount  to  which  he  was  entitled  when  he  became  sick. 

Although  the  lodge  had  the  right  to  change  its  by-laws,  yet,  whatever 
sum  any  member  is  entitled  to  when  he  is  taken  sick  must  be  treated  as 
a  fixed  amount,  which  cannot  be  subsequently  reduced  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  sickness.  The  right  to  this  is  a  vested  right  whic^i 
cannot  be  annulled  or  varied  while  the  disability  lasta 

Cdvmbia  Circmtj  Aprils  1881. 

Wki^bechy  Ba/thyte  dk  nav/i>€r^  for  plaintiff. 

c/i  P.  Sanders  and  J.  M.  Wdchj  for  defendant 
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Westbrook,  «/. —  This  action  is  brought  under  section  1919 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  to  recover  from  the  fund  of 
the  lodge,  of  which  the  defendant  is  treasurer,  certain  moneys 
alleged  to  be  due  to  the  plaintiff  by  reason  of  sickness,  he 
being  a  member  of  such  lodge. 

The  lodge  was  organized  in  1849,  and  the  plaintiff  became 
a  member  during  that  year,  and  subscribed  its  constitution  and 
by-laws.  He  was  taken  sick  on  October  5,  1875,  and  has  so 
continued  down  to  the  trial.  At  that  time  (October  6, 1875), 
the  following  by-law  {oH.  VII,  sec.  I)  was  in  force :  "  Every 
member,  who  is  not  disqualified  by  article  IX  of  these 
by-laws,  shall,  in  cases  of  being  rendered  incapable  by  sick- 
ness or  accident  from  gaining  a  livelihood  by  his  individual 
exertions,  be  entitled  to  and  receive  out  of  the  funds  of  the 
lodge,  for  the  first  two  weeks'  sickness  two  dollars  per  week ; 
after  the  first  two  weeks,  if  he  has  attained  the  scarlet  degree, 
four  dollars,  otherwise  three  dollars  per  week,  during  his  sick- 
ness or  disability,  commencing  not  more  than  two  weeks 
anterior  to  the  date  of  his  being  reported  to  the  lodge,  pro- 
vided such  sickness  or  disability  does  not  proceed  from  any 
immoral  conduct  on  his  part,  or  be  occasioned  by  any  con- 
stitutional diseases,  or  bodily  infirmity,  which  shall  have  been 
willfully  concealed  at  the  time  of  his  admission  into  the  lodge." 

When  the  plaintiff  became  a  member  of  the  lodge  the 
by-laws  also  contaiued  another  and  separate  section  giving  the 
power  to  ^^  make,  alter  or  amend  such  by-laws,  rules  and  regu- 
lations from  time  to  time,  as  may  be  deemed  expedient,"  as  in 
such  section  is  specially  provided. 

On  the  9th  day  of  July,  1878,  the  section  of  the  by-laws  in 
regard  to  benefits  in  cases  of  sickness  above  quoted  was 
amended  by  adding  thereto  these  words,  ^^  also  provided  that 
in  case  a  brother  has  been  sick,  and  drawing  benefits  for 
twelve  months,  the  lodge  shall  reduce  the  same  to  one 
dollar." 

Up  to  the  passage  of  the  above  amendment  and  for  a  year 
thereafter  the  plaintiff,  who  had  prior  to  his  illness  attained 
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the  scarlet  degree,  wfis  paid  at  the  rate  of  four  dollars  per 
week,  bat  since  July  9,  1879,  he  has  been  paid  only  one  dol- 
lar per  week,  which  sum  the  plaintiff  received  under  protest, 
and  by  this  action  seeks  to  recover  the  remaining  three  dollars 
per  week,  which  he  alleges  to  be  his  due. 

To  the  recovery  claimed  by  plaintiff  several  objections  have 
been  made,  which  will  now  be  considered : 

Mrst.  It  is  said  that  no  action  can  be  maintained  under 
section  1919  of  the  Code,  because  that  section  is  a  mere 
re-enactment  of  chapter  258  of  the  Laws  of  1849,  and  chapter 
455  of  the  Laws  of  1851,  and  it  was  held,  as  defendant  claims, 
in  Aitsti/n  agt.  Searing  (16  iT.  Y,j  1 12)  by  the  court  of  appeals, 
that  these  chapters  "  relate  only  to  those  associations  of  com- 
panies which  are  authorized  by  acts  of  the  legislature,  for  the 
various  purposes  of  banking,  insurance,  railroads,  plankroads, 
&c.,  with  which  our  statute  books  abound  since  the  year  1838." 

A  reference  to  the  case  of  Atistm  agt.  ISea/ring  will  show 
that  no  such  conclusion  was  reached  by  the  court,  though 
that  was  the  opinion  of  judge  Shankland,  one  of  the  judges 
composing  it.  The  syllabus  of  the  reporter  expressly  states 
that  as  *to  that  proposition  the  court  were  in  doubt  and  did 
not  decide  it. 

In  TMetta  agt.  Blood  (21  Barb.,  650),  and  in  De  Witt  agt. 
Chamdler  (11  AVb.  Pr.  R.y  459),  two  general  terms  of  this 
court  have  held  that  the  acts  referred  to  did  cover  associations 
precisely  similar  to  that  one  of  which  the  defendant  is  treas- 
urer ;  and  Mr.  Throop,  in  his  note  to  section  1919  of  the  Code, 
expressly  states  that  "in  remodelling  the  provision,  these 
two  decisions  of  the  supreme  court  have  been  followed." 
Indeed,  the  language  of  the  section  is  so  full  and  clear  that 
the  simple  reading  thereof  is  a  complete  answer  to  the  objec- 
tion we  are  now  considering.  The  action,  according  to  its 
terms,  can  be  maintained  "  against  the  president  or  treasurer 
of  such  an  association  to  recover  any  property,  or  upon  any 
cause  of  action  for  or  upon  which  the  plaintiff  may  maintain 
such  an  action  or  special  proceeding  against  aU  the  associates, 
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by  reason  of  their  interest  or  ownership,  or  claim  of  owner- 
ship therein,  either  jointly  or  in  common,  or  their  liability 
therefor,  either  jointly  or  severally."  It  cannot  be  denied 
that  the  funds  of  the  lodge  of  which  the  defendant  is 
treasurer  are  the  property  of  the  members  thereof,  or  at  least 
that  they  have  an  "interest"  therein,  either  jointly  or  in 
common.  It  is  at  this  fund  that  the  action  is  aimed,  for 
the  by-law  which  has  been  given  provides  that,  if  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  any  relief,  it  is  to  be  received  "  out  of  the  funds 
of  the  lodge."  Without  the  provision  of  the  Code  the  plain- 
tiff would  be  compelled  to  make  all  his  associates  who  either 
have  in  fact  or  claim  to  have  an  interest  in  the  fund  of  which 
the  plaintiff  seeks  a  part,  parties  to  the  action,  and  to  meet 
just  such  a  difficulty,  as  well  as  for  other  reasons,  it  was 
enacted.  It  is  true  that  the  action  is  not  brought  to  enforce 
a  personal  liability  against  members  of  the  association,  but  it 
is  brought  to  recover  "  property "  in  which  such  associates 
both  have  and  claim  an  interest  against  the  plaintiff,  and  it  is 
therefore  clearly  authorized. 

Second.  It  is  claimed  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  standing  in 
court  to  recover  by  action,  but  was  bound  by  the  constitution 
and  by-laws  of  the  lodge  of  which  he  was  a  member  to 
appeal  to  the  grand  lodge  of  the  state. 

This  objection  is  fully  answered  by  the  case  of  Austin  agt. 
Searing  (16  N,  F.,  112)  before  referred  to.  It  was  there 
held  that  "  an  agreement  by  which  the  members  of  an  associa- 
tion undertake  to  confer  judicial  powers  in  respect  to  the 
property  in  which  they  have  a  common  interest  upon'  a  body 
of  men  or  officers,  to  be  from  time  to  time  selected  out  of  the 
association  at  large,  as  a  tribunal  having  general  authority  to 
adjudicate  upon  alleged  violations  of  the  rules  of  the  associa- 
tion, and  to  decree  a  forfeiture  of  the  rights  to  such  property 
of  the  parties  adjudged  to  have  been  guilty  of  such  violation, 
is  void"  {See  opinion  of  Selden,  «/.,  ^.  122,  123,  and  of 
Brown,  J-^pp.  124,  125). 

Third.  It  is  urged  that  the  change  of  the  by  law  confer- 
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ring  benefits  affects  the  plaintiff,  and  limits  the  amount  to  be 
obtained  by  him  to  one  dollar  per  week. 

The  argument  by  which  this  proposition  is  sought  to  be 
established  is,  that  when  the  plaintiff  became  a  member  of 
the  lodge  it  had  a  by-law  in  force  which  authorized  its  mem- 
bers to  change,  alter  or  repeal  it,  or  any  other  by-law,  and 
that  the  obligation  to  pay  benefits  was  consequently  subject 
to  such  power  of  alteration.    Is  this  reasoning  sound  i 

First  The  right  of  the  lodge  to  change  its  by-laws  is 
iindoubted,  but  the  powers  thereby  reserred  must  lie  exer* 
cised  in  a  reasonable  manner,  and  the  clause  conferring  it 
must  receiye  a  reasonable  interpretation.  It  must  not  be  for- 
gotten that  the  by-law  which  gives  the  benefit  to  a  member  in 
case  of  sickness  or  disability  is  absolute  in  its  terms,  and  there 
is  nothing  in  its  language  to  indicate  that  either  its  continu- 
ance or  its  amount  is  dependent  upon  the  caprice  of  two- 
thirds  of  the  members  of  the  lodge.  The  power  to  change 
the  amount,  if  it  exists  at  all,  is  conferred  by  a  separate  and 
independent  section.  The  question,  therefore,  which  this 
action  presents  is  not,  can  the  plaintiff  recover,  when  the 
amount  which  he  demands  was,  in  the  words  of  the  promise, 
payable  only  at  the  pleasure  of  his  associates  ?  but  it  is,  can 
he  obtain  it,  when  it  was  unqualifiedly  promised,  in  spite  of 
the  attempted  repudiation  of  the  promise,  under  a  power 
claimed  to  be  conferred  by  a  separate  provision  authorizing 
the  change  of  any  by-law  ? 

When  the  plaintiff  was  taken  ill  he  had  been  for  many 
years  aiding  to  create,  by  the  payment  of  assessments  and  dues, 
a  fund,  out  of  which,  by  the  express  terms  of  the  by-law 
then  in  force,  he  was  entitled  to  receive  "  for  the  first  two 
weeks'  sickness  two  dollars  per  week,"  and  "  after  the  first  two 
weeks  ♦  ♦  ♦  four  dollars  *  ♦  *  per  week,  during  his 
sickness  or  disability. ^^  By  the  happening  of  the  contingency 
provided  for  —  the  sickness  —  the  plaintiff's  right  to  that  sum 
—  four  dollars  per  week  —  "  during  his  sickness  or  disability," 
became  a  vested  one,  of  which  he  could  not  be  deprived.    The 
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contract  is  to  be  interpreted  like  any  other  contract  of  insurance^ 
in  which,  as  a  role,  is  incorporated  a  clause  giving  either  the 
insured  or  insurer  the  right  to  end  the  risk.  It  would  cer* 
tainly  be  a  somewhat  novel  construction  of  the  clause  con- 
ferring such  power  of  termination,  to  hold,  that,  after  a  loss 
has  occurred  to  the  insured,  against  which  the  agreement  was 
to  protect,  the  payment  of  the  sum  stipulated  for  could  be 
either  reduced  or  repudiated  by  the  insurer.  Yet  this,  as  it 
seems  to  me,  is  the  precise  position  assumed  by  the  defendant. 
Upon  his  becoming  sick,  as  has  been  before  stated,  the  plain- 
tr£Ps  right  to  four  dollars  per  week  during  the  continuance  of 
his  illness  became  a  vested  one,  and  it  would  be  most  unreason- 
able and  unconscientious  so  to  construe  the  by-law  giving 
the  power  of  amendment,  as  to  confer  upon  the  members  of 
the  lodge  the  authority  to  deprive  him  of  that  to  which  he 
he  had  thus  become  clearly  entitled.  It  is  no  answer  to  this 
argument  to  say,  that  the  plaintifi  has  not  been  whoUy 
deprived  of  benefits,  for  if  the  right  to  change  and  alter  the 
by-laws  confers  the  power  to  reduce  the  sum  stipulated  for  in 
the  case  of  sickness  after  its  conmiencement,  then  the  power 
is  also  conferred  immediately  after  a  member  becomes  ill  to 
repeal  entirely  tiie  by-law  conferring  benefits,  and  thus  the 
very  object  which  he  had  in  view' in  uniting  with  the  lodge 
can  be  defeated.  There  is  no  distinction  in  principle  between 
an  attempt  under  a  by-law  (by  which  as  the  defendant  claims 
the  power  so  to  do  is  conferred)  to  reduce  the  amount  of  insur- 
ance in  case  of  loss,  and  its  entire  repudiation.  The  defendant 
became  liable  to  the  full  extent  of  the  sum  stipulated  to 
be  paid,  and  the  withholding  of  a  part  agreed  to  be  paid  is 
just  as  contrary  to  the  spirit  and  terms  of  the  agreement  as 
the  retention  of  the  whole. 

The  construction,  therefore,  of  the  power  to  amend  the 
by-laws  claimed  by  the  defense  cannot  be  adopted,  because : 
1st.  It  deprives  the  plaintifi  of  a  sum  of  money  which  has 
become  due  to  him  ;  2d.  It  is,  therefore,  an  unreasonable 
construction  of  the  by-law ;  and  8d.  If  sound,  it  enables  an 
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association,  such  as  the  one  of  which  the  defendant  is  ti-easnter, 
to  defeat  one  of  the  professed  purposes  of  its  organization, 
and  to  commit  a  fraud  upon  those  who  rely  upon  its  engage- 
ments. 

Second.  The  amendment  to  the  by-laws  should  not  be  con- 
strued so  as  to  have  a  retroactive  operation. 

It  is  true  that  its  language  is  capable  of  such  a  construc- 
tion, but  like  any  law  or  statute  it  should  not  receive  it  unless 
incapable  of  any  other.  The  language  of  the  amendment  is : 
^^Also,  provided,  that  in  case  a  brother  has  been  sick,  and 
drawing  benefits  for  twelve  months,  the  lodge  shall  reduce  the 
same  to  one  dollar  per  week."  It  is  not  declared,  in  express 
and  plain  words,  that  this  amendment  shall  apply  to  the  case 
of  a  member,  who  was  upon  the  sick  list  at  the  time  of  its 
adoption,  and  without  such  a  declaration  explicitly  made,  it 
should  not  be  so  construed. 

Third.  Both  propositions,  which  have  just  been  stated  as 
answers  to  the  claim  of  the  defendant,  that  the  plaintiff  can 
only  recover  the  reduced  amount  of  benefits,  are  maintained 
in  OvmMdch  agt.  Oermania  Mechcmici  Association  (4  Snnj 
339).  • 

In  that  case  the  articles  of  association  provided :  ^^  Upon 
the  death  of  one,  who  has  been  a  member  of  the  association 
for  six  months  last  prior  to  his  death,  his  widow  shaU  be 
entitled  to  receive  the  sum  of  four  dollars  monthly  during 
widowhood." 

The  plaintiffs  husband  and  the  husbands  of  her  assignors 
died,  after  a  membership  of  six  months  immediately  prior  to 
their  decease.  The  articles  of  the  association,  when  such 
deceased  became  members,  also  declared:  "A  revision  or 
alteration  of  the  articles  of  the  association  can  be  made  at  a 
general  meeting  of  the  membe™  thereof,  by  a  majority  of 
the  votes  of  the  members  present." 

Subsequent  to  the  decease  of  such  members  the  association 
revised  and  altered  the  article  conferring  the  benefits  upon 
widows  of  members  so  as  to  read  as  follows :  "Upon  the  death 
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of  a  member  each  person  who  may  be  a  member  of  the  society 
shall  pay  to  the  widow  of  the  deceased  member  the  sum  of 
one  dollar." 

The  adoption  of  the  revised  article  having  been  interposed 
as  a  defense  to  the  action  brought  to  recover  the  sum  stipu- 
lated to  be  paid  by  the  article  in  force  at  the  time  of  the 
death,  upon  the  review  of  the  case  at  general  term  the  court 
{per  MoBOAN,  e/.,  jjp.  341,  342)  said :  "  It  must  be  conceded, 
I  think,  that  the  provision  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  was  in  aU 
respects  binding  as  a  contract  between  the  association  and  her 
husband.  The  association  undertook  to  pay  to  the  widow  a 
monthly  allowance  after  his  death,  if  at  the  time  of  his  death 
he  was  a  member  and  had  been  such  member  for  the  preced- 
ing six  months.  After  his  death  it  is  not  perceived  how  the 
association  can  by  adopting  a  new  article  or  by  repealing 
the  old  one  relieve  itself  from  this  obligation.  But  inde- 
pendent of  this  consideration  it  is  safe  to  say  that  the  new 
article  does  not,  in  form  or  substance,  attempt  to  repudiate  its 
obligations  where  they  had  already  become  fixed  by  the  death 
of  one  of  its  members." 

I  have  not  found  any  case  in  this  state  criticising  or  revers- 
ing that  just  cited,  nor  have  I  been  referred  to  any.  It  is 
clearly  decisive  of  the  one  now  being  considered,  and  is,  in 
my  judgment,  sound  in  all  its  conclusions.  The  power  of 
alteration  of  the  articles  of  association  *was  as  distinctly  and 
-clearly  reserved  in  Chwndldch  agt.  Oenna/nia  Mechanic^  Asso- 
ciation as  it  was  by  the  lodge  of  which  the  defendant  is 
treasurer ;  and  such  power  of  alteration  was  as  applicable  to 
the  case  of  a  widow  whose  husband  had  died  during  member- 
ship as  to  that  of  the  individual  who  is  entitled  to  a  weekly 
allowance  upon  becoming  sick.  There  is  no  difference  in 
principle  between  the  two  cases,  and  if  in  the  one  it  was  good 
law  to  say  that  after  the  death  of  the  husband  "  it  is  not  per- 
ceived how  the  association  can  by  adopting  a  new  article  or 
by  repealing  the  old  one  relieve  itself  from  "  the  obligation  of 
pyying  to  the  widow  the  sum  which  the  article  in  force  at  the 
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time  of  the  death  stipulated  should  be  paid,  then  it  is  also 
legally  correct  to  say  of  the  present  action  it  is  not  perceived 
how  the  by-law  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  plaintiffs  illness 
can  be  modified  or  repealed  so  as  to  deprive  him  of  the  bene- 
fits for  which  it  expressly  provided.  And  it  is  also  true  of 
the  association,  defendant  in  this  case,  as  it  was  of  the  one 
in  the  other,  that  the  amended  by-law  does  not  by  plain  words 
^'repudiate  its  obligations  when  they  had  already  become 
fixed." 

The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the  balance  due  to  him 
according  to  the  by-law  in  force  at  the  time  he  became  sick 
and  disabled. 


N.  Y.  SUPEEIOE  COURT. 

LoBiN  Ingebsoll,  executor,  &c.,  plaintiff  and  appellant,  agt. 
Obilan  M.  Smtth,  defendant  and  respondent. 

Coie — hou)  made  and  settled — IJFeetof  death  or  duabUUy  of  judge — When 
deemed  to  be  aettCedby  lapee  of  Ume  —-  Godeof  0ml  Proeodure^  section 997. 

When  after  judgment  was  entered  an  appeal  was  at  onoe  taken,  a  case 

made  and  served  and  amendments  proposed  and  noticed  for  settlement, 

the  appellant  took  no  further  steps  to  have  the  case  settled  for  OTer 

three  years: 
Ssld,  that  a  motion  to  then  settle  the  case  was  properly  denied  for  laches, 

notwithstanding  the  judge  before  whom  the  case  was  tried  was  never 

afterward  able  to  administer  his  judicial  functions. 
Eeld,  further,  that  although  the  appellant  may  not  have  his  case  settled 

by  a  judge,  he  may  file  the  case  and  exceptions  which  have  been  set 

tied  by  lapse  of  time. 

General  Terrrij  February^  1882. 

Before  Fbbedman  anfkd  Russbll,  JJ, 

Appeal  from  an  order  denying  a  motion  to  settle  a  case  and 
exceptions. 

A.  B.  Cndkshankj  for  appellant. 

Thomas  M.  WyaM^  for  respondent. 
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BussBLLy  J. — This  action  was  tried  in  Jane,  1878,  before 
the  late  judge  Sanford  and  a  jury.  Judgment  was  directed 
in  favor  of  the  defendant ;  it  was  entered  July  10,  1878 ;  an 
appeal  was  at  once  taken;  a  case  was  made  and  served; 
amendments  were  proposed  and  they  were  noticed  for  settle- 
ment August  20,  1878 ;  judge  Sanfobd  was  not  in  attendance 
on  that  day,  and  it  is  alleged  by  the  appellant  that  he  never 
again  acted  in  his  official  capacity.  The  fact  seems  to  be  that 
judge  Santosd  did  hold  court  for  a  short  time  in  April,  1879. 

The  appellant  took  no  further  steps  either  before  judge 
Sanford  or  any  other  judge  to  have  the  case  settled  until 
after  judge  Sanvobd's  death  in  October  last  when  this  motion 
was  made.  We  think  the  motion  was  properly  denied  on  the 
grotmd  of  laches. 

The  Code  {^ec.  997)  permits  a  party  to  have  a  case  and  excep- 
tions settled  under  the  directions  of  the  court  in  case  of  the 
disability  as  well  as  the  death  of  a  judge. 

The  appellant  waited  until  long  after  it  was  a  matter  of 
public  notoriety  that  judge  Sai^ford  would  never  be  able 
again  to  administer  his  judicial  functions. 

Under  Rule  33,  if  rparty  omits  within  the  time  limited  to 
notice  the  settlement  of  a  case  before  a  justice  after  amend- 
ments are  proposed,  he  is  deemed  to  have  agreed  to  the 
amendments  as  proposed.  This  case  was,  therefore,  settled 
by  lapse  of  time  ( WhUing  agt.  KirnbdU^  6  Boaw.^  690). 

The  appellant,  therefore,  may  not  have  his  case  settled  by  a 
judge,  but  may  file  the  case  and  exceptions  so  settled  by  lapse 
of  time  and  pursue  his  appeal  subject  to  any  rights  which  the 
respondent  may  have  to  move  at  a  general  term  to  dismiss 
the  appeal. 

The  order  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs  and  disbursements. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

William  A.  Havemetbb  et  al.y  administrators,  &c.,  plain- 
tiffs and  appellants,  agt.  John  C.  HA.yEMEYBBa^  al,j  defend- 
ants and  respondents. 

Costs  —  Jttdffment  reversed  on  appeal  "  ttUh  costs  to  the  defendant  to  abide 
event — While  issues  were  pending  to  be  retried,  leave  teas  granted  to  defend-- 
ant  to  amend  anstoer  upon  payment  of  costs  of  the  action  to  the  present  time 
not  including  aUowanees  "  —  Bff^t  of  last  order  —  Oonetniction  to  be  given 
to  it. 

Where  the  general  term  in  March,  1878.  reversed  the  judgment  which  had 
previously  been  rendered  for  plaintiff  "with  costs  to  the  defendant  to 
abide  the  event/'  and  the  court  at  special  term  on  June  4,  1878,  while 
the  issues  were  pending  to  be  retried,  granted  to  the  defendants  leave 
to  amend  the  answer  upon  payment  "  of  the  costs  of  the  action  to  the 
present  time,  not  including  allowances :  " 

Heldy  that  this  language  did  not  expressly  nor  by  necessary  implication 
deprive  the  defendants  of  their  contingent  right  to  the  costs  awarded 
by  the  general  term  order,  which  contemplated  not  a  final  and  complete 
disposition  of  all  costs  that  had  accrued  up  to  that  time  as  such,  but  a 
compensation  to  the  plaintiffs  for  the  amendment,  to  be  measured  by 
the  taxable  costs,  to  which,  if  successful,  they  would  have  been  entitled. 

General  Term,  F^ruary,  1882. 

Before  Fbeedman  and  Arnoux,  J  J, 

Appeal  by  plaintiflPs  from  an  order  aflSrming  the  clerk's 
taxation  of  costs,  and  denying  a  motion  for  retaxation. 

Henry  H.  Man,  for  appellants. 

Francis  N".  Bangs,  for  respondents. 

Freedman,  J,  —  The  question  presented  depends  upon  the 
construction  to  be  given  to  the  order  of  June  i,  1878. 
Under  the  decisions  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  The  Union 
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Trust  Compcmy  agt.  Whiton  {78  N.  F".,  491)  sustaining  the 
supreme  court  in  the  construction  of  its  order  in  17  Hun^ 
593,  and  The  First  National  Bamk  of  Meadmlle^  Penn.^ 
agt.  The  Fowrth  National  Bank  of  New  York  (1  Civ.  Pro. 
jR.,  317),  reversing  the  supreme  court  for  having  undertaken 
(in  22  Jlun,  563)  to  construe  an  order  of  the  court  of  appeals 
as  it  had  construed  its  own  order  in  the  case  lirst  referred  to, 
it  seems  clear  that  this  court  possesses  the  power  and  is  at 
liberty  to  put  its  own  construction  upon  the  order  of  June  4, 
1878,  especially  as  that  order  was  a  discretionary  one. 

The  order  —  after  the  defendants  had  procured,  as  a  matter 
of  strict  right,  a  reversal  of  the  judgment,  and  while  the 
issues  were  pending  to  be  retried  —  granted  to  the  defendants 
leave  to  amend  the  answer  upon  payment  "  of  the  costs  of 
the  action  to  the  present  time,  not  including  the  allowance." 

This  language  did  not  expressly  nor  by  necessary  impli- 
cation deprive  the  defendants  of  their  contingent  right  to  the 
costs  awarded  by  the  order  of  the  general  term  in  March, 
1878,  reversing  the  judgment  and  granting  a  new  trial,  with 
costs  to  the  defendants  to  abide  the  event,  or  to  the  costs  as 
now  taxed,  to  which  under  the  decisions  of  Sbwell  agt.  Van 
Siclen  (8  JBim,  524)  and  Isaacs  agt.  New  York  Plaster 
Mills  (43  N.  Y.  Supr.  Gt.  R.,  397)  the  defendants  are 
entitled,  provided  the  order  of  June  4,  1878,  did  not  cut  off 
such  right.  To  hold  now  that  the  last  named  order  had  that 
effect  would  be  to  put  a  strained  and  unnecessarily  harsh  con- 
struction upon  it,  and  one  which  is  contrary  to  the  interpre- 
tation already  put  upon  it  by  this  court ;  for  in  44  New  York 
Superior  Court  Reports  {p.  171),  the  general  term,  upon 
defendant's  appeal,  defined  the  meaning  of  the  order  to  be 
"  such  costs  of  the  trial  as  would  go  to  the  plaintiffs  in  case 
there  had  been  a  termination  favorable  to  them  at  the  time  of 
the  order  giving  leave  to  amend."  The  condition  was  not,  as 
the  plaintiffs  now  claim,  that  the  defendants  should  pay  the 
plaintiffs'  costs,  and  in  addition  submit  to  the  loss  of  their 
own  and  to  the  loss  of  their  disbursements,  though  they 
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shonld  finally  succeed  in  the  action.  Language  very  different 
from  that  which  was  used  would  be  required  to  maintain  this 
proposition.  Nor  can  I  perceive  that  the  imposition  of  the 
condition  was  in  legal  effect  a  final  disposition  of  the  costs  of 
the  whole  litigation  on  both  sides  up  to  that  time.  The  order 
having  been  made  during  the  pendency  of  the  issues,  and  in 
the  exercise  of  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  in  respect  to 
a  matter  of  pleading  merely,  it  contemplated  not  a  final  and 
complete  disposition  of  all  costs  that  had  accrued  up  to  that 
time  as  such,  but  a  compensation  to  the  plaintiffs  for  the 
amendment,  to  be  measured  by  the  taxable  costs  to  which 
they  would  have  been  entitled  in  case  then  and  there  they 
had  succeeded.  The  same  ruling  was  made  by  the  special 
term  of  this  court  in  Donovan  agt.  I7te  Board  of  Education 
{^reported  vn  1  Oi/oU  Pro.  R,^  311). 

The  foregoing  considerations  distinguished  the  case  at  bar 
from  Provost  agt.  Farrell  (13  Hun^  803).  In  that  case  the 
issues  had  been  disposed  of,  and  the  judgment  under  which  a 
right  to  costs  had  accrued  was  set  aside  and  the  controversy 
reopened  as  matter  of  favor  on  the  ground  of  newly  discov- 
ered evidence  on  payment  "of  $150.61  costs  and  disburse- 
ments of  this  action  and  ten  dollars  costs  of  this  motion." 
At  any  rate  the  supreme  court  had  a  perfect  right  to  construe 
its  order  under  the  circumstances  as  it  did,  while  our  right  to 
construe  the  order  of  June  4,  1878,  in  accordance  with  the 
views  above  expressed,  as  called  for  by  the  justice  of  the  case, 
is  equally  clear.  According  to  the  final  determination  of  the 
case  at  bar  the  plaintiffs  never  had  a  case,  and  consequently 
they  were  not  only  not  harmed  by  the  amendment,  but  suffi- 
ciently well  compensated  for  technical  reasons  for  its  allow- 
ance without  subjecting  the  defendants  to  the  additional  loss 
of  their  costs  and  disbursements. 

Under  all  the  circumstances  substantial  justice  requires  that 
the  taxation  should  be  sustained. 

No  discrimination  can  be  made  between  costs  as  such  and 
disbursements. 
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The  order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed,  with  ten  dol- 
lars costs  and  disbursements. 
A&Noux,  J.,  concurs. 


N.  T.  MARINE  COUET. 

Fbakk  D.  Sghuylbb,  plaintiff  and  respondent,  agt.  Michael 
Englert  et  al.y  defendants  and  appellants. 

Uhderiaktng —  Order  of  arrest — Vacation  of  order  of  arrett  upon  iUptda- 
Hon  of  defendatii  not  to  bring  an  action  for  faUe  imprisonmerU  or  mdU- 
dous  prosecuOan  —  IJFect  of  stipvlaUon, 

Where  an  order  of  arrest  is  vacated  upon  the  defendant  stipulating  not  to 
sue  for  false  imprisonment  or  malicious  prosecution,  and  the  plaintiff 
ultimately  succeeds  in  the  action,  such  condition  and  stipulation  go  to 
the  extent  of  precluding  the  defendant  from  maintaining  any  action 
upon  the  undertaking  filed  upon  obtaining  the  order  of  arrest 

Oeneral  Terrriy  December^  1881. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  rendered  at  trial  term  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff. 

The  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  as  assignee  of  August 
G.  Genez,  to  recover  $250  damages,  on  an  undertaking  given 
upon  obtaining  an  order  to  arrest  Genez  in  an  action  upon 
contract,  wherein  fraud  was  charged  as  the  ground  of  arrest. 
The  undertaking  is  in  the  form  prescribed  by  section  559  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  Genez,  the  defendant  in  the 
action,  moved  to  vacate  the  order  of  arrest,  and  an  order  was 
entered  by  consent,  granting  the  motion,  "upon  the  defend- 
ant stipulating  not  to  bring  an  action  for  false  imprisonment 
or  malicious  prosecution."  The  stipulation  was  given  as 
required,  and  the  action  ultimately  proceeded  to  judgment, 
which  was  given  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and  against  the 
defendant  therein.  The  present  action  is  brought  upon  the 
theory  that  the  order  vacating  the  arrest  furnished  the  defend- 
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ant  with  a  ground  of  action  against  the  principal  and  sureties 
upon  the  undertaking,  notwithstanding  the  condition  not  to 
sue  inserted  in  the  order  and  the  stipulation  given  under  it. 
The  trial  judge  adopted  this  theory,  and  rendered  a  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  $150. 

C,  Fvne^  for  defendants  and  appellants. 

C  H.  Mdchm,  for  plaintiff  and  respondent. 

Mo  Adah,  J.  —  It  is  clear  that,  independently  of  the  order 
vacating  the  arrest,  the  plaintiff's  assignor  had  no  right  of 
action,  and  this  order,  with  the  stipulation  given  under  it,  in 
terms  release  the  plaintiff  in  that  action  (the  principal  on  the 
undertaking)  from  all  liability  for  false  imprisonment  or  mali- 
cious prosecution.  This  liability  extended  to  and  embraced 
counsel  fees  and  the  like,  because  these  elements  of  damage, 
whether  called  "  special  damages  "  or  by  any  other  name,  are 
properly  recoverable  in  an  action  for  false  imprisonment  or 
malicious  prosecution  {Field  on  DamdgeSy  538,  544 ;  Woods 
Ma/yne  on  DamageSy  559).  Having  consented  to  discharge 
the  plaintiff  from  the  actions  of  false  imprisonment  and  mali- 
cious prosecution  the  plaintiff's  assignor  (the  defendant  in  that 
action)  has,  by  necessary  implication,  discharged  the  plaintiff 
therein  from  all  the  legal  consequences  of  such  an  action, 
including  as  a  necessary  incident  the  right  to  recover  the 
counsel  fees  and  other  expenses  incurred  in  obtaining  his  dis- 
charge from  imprisonment,  and  yet  by  this  suit  upon  the 
uiidertaking  he  has  by  a  mere  change  in  the  form  of  the  action 
succeeded  in  recovering  a  substantial  part  of  the  very  damages 
he  had  previously  discharged  by  a  release  in  which  no  reserva- 
tion or  exception  whatever  was  made. 

The  construction  which  the  plaintiff's  assignor  (defendant 
in  the  former  action)  seeks  to  put  upon  the  order  of  the  court 
and  the  stipulation  given  under  it,  when  practically  applied 
means  substantially  this:  That  they  were  designed  to  dis- 
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charge  the  defendant  in  the  original  action  from  arrest  on  the 
one  hand,  and  on  the  other  to  release  in  form  only  the  plain- 
tiff who  caused  the  arrest  from  its  consequences,  so  that  the 
defendant  in  that  action  might,  neverthelesB,  obtain  his  redress 
for  wrongful  arrest  in  a  more  substantial  form  of  action  against 
the  principal  and  his  two  sureties  upon  the  imdertaking  filed 
upon  obtaining  the  order  of  arrest. 

We  think  the  order  and  stipulation  permit  of  no  such  inter- 
pretation and  that  their  obvious  intent  and  purpose  were  to 
prevent  any  future  litigation  concerning  the  propriety  of  the 
arrest  which  the  order  set  aside,  and  that  the  terms  employed, 
"false  imprisonment"  or  "malicious  prosecution,"  were 
deemed  and  taken  as  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  embrace 
all  incidental  remedies  growing  out  of  the  arrest  to  which  the 
stipulation  referred. 

The  sureties  sought  to  be  held  upon  the  undertaking  were 
not  parties  to  the  consent  upon  which  the  order  discharging 
the  arrest  was  made,  nor  did  they  in  any  manner  consent 
that  the  plaintiff  in  the  action  might  be  discharged  from  all 
liability  for  false  imprisonment  or  malicious  prosecution,  nor 
is  it  at  all  likely  that  they  would  ever  have  consented  to  any 
arrangement  by  which  the  principal  to  the  transaction  should 
be  discharged  from  the  principal  liability  incurred,  and  that 
they,  as  sureties,  should  be  mulcted  with  costs  and  expenses 
which,  as  between  them  and  their  principal,  he  was  primarily 
liable  to  pay. 

We  have  failed,  therefore,  to  find  any  solid  legal  ground 
upon  which  the  recovery  had  herein  can  be  sustained. 

The  trial  judge  erred  in  finding  for  the  plaintiff  and  his 
judgment  must  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered,  with  costs 
to  abide  the  event 

Shba,  C.  J.,  and  NehsbaSi  J.^  concur. 
You  LXII       61 
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ERIE  COXJNTY  COURT. 
Silas  F.  WASHBURim  agt  John  N.  Oliyxb. 

Han  to  Vurtff  doUanfor  trialcf  an  mum  offaet,  an  ground  qftruU  kuting 
more  than  tito  daifi,  ihouid  not  be  allowed — trial  completed  token  finaUif  tub- 
mitted  tojwry. 

After  the  proofs  aie  doeed,  and  the  case  is  finally  submitted  to  a  oourty 
referee  or  a  Jozy,  the  trial  is  completed  and  finished. 

Where  the  trial  was  commenced  during  the  afternoon  of  KoTcmber 
twenty-eighth,  and  the  proofs  were  closed,  and  the  cause  fully  submitted 
to  the  Jury,  and  they  retired  to  consider  their  yerdict  about  6  p.  ic  of 
the  twenty-ninth,  and  returned  into  court  with  a  verdict  about  10  o'clock 
A.  X.  of  the  thirtieth: 

EM,  tlmt  the  trial  did  Jiot  occupy  more  than  two  days  within  the  mean- 
ing of  subdivision  8  of  section  8251  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
allowing  ten  dollars  extra  costs  when  the  trial  necessarily  occupies 
more  than  two  days. 

Erie  Oov/nty  (kwir%  FAruoflry^  1882. 

MonoN  by  jplaintiff  for  a  review  by  the  court  of  taxation  of 
costs  by  the  derk  as  provided  by  section  3265  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  the  clerk  having  allowed  ten  dollars  for 
trial  more  than  two  days. 

WUUoflra  L.  Janea^  for  plaintiff  for  motion. 

4 

J.  P.  Cmr^  for  defendant  opposed. 

Oaiocokd,  Ch.  J. —  It  appears  from  the  papers  presented 
Ihat  the  trial  commenced  during  the  afternoon  of  November 
ttwenty-eighth,  that  the  proofs  were  closed,  and  the  cause  fuUy 
Hsubmitted  to  the  jury,  and  they  retired  to  consider  their  ver- 
dict about  5  o'clock  p.  h.  of  the  twenty-ninth,  and  that  they 
Tetumed  into  court  with  a  verdict  for  Uie  defendant  about  10 
o'clock  A.  M.  of  the  thirtieth. 
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Upon  the  taxation  of  costs  by  the  clerk,  the  defendant 
claimed  the  ten  dollare  in  addition  to  the  thirty  dollars  trial 
f  eCf  upon  the  ground  that  the  trial  necessarily  occupied  more 
tban  two  days,  in  accordance  with  one  of  the  provisions  of 
subdivision  8  of  section  8251  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
which  reads  as  follows : 

^^  For  the  trial  of  an  issue  of  fact,  thirty  dollars,  and  when 
the  trial  necessarily  occupies  more  than  two  days,  ten  dollars 
in  addition  thereto." 

It  will  be  seen  frpm  the  foregoing  statement  of  facts  that 
the  trial  was  commenced  and  completed,  and  the  verdict 
rendered  and  entered  by  the  derk,  and  the  jury  discharged, 
all  inside  of  forty-eight  hours,  from  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  trial ;  and  in  view  of  this  how  it  can  be  claimed 
that  ^^  the  trial  necessarily  occupied  more  than  two  days,''  is 
hard  to  see,  as  it  must  be  conceded  that  the  trial  ii^  fact  reaUy 
occupied  but  little  more  than  one  and  one-half  consecutive 
days,  from  commencement  to  completion,  including  the  time 
the  ^ury  were  out,  and  until  after  they  had  returned  and 
rendered  their  verdict. 

Counsel  for  defendant  insists  that  fractions  of  a  day  are  not 
regarded  in  law,  and  that  a  day  commences  at  midnight  and 
runs  until  midnight,  and  that  he  is  entitled  to  this  ten  dollars 
because  the  trial  really  occupied  fractions  of  three  separate 
days  which  should  each  count  for  full  days. 

It  is  true  that  as  a  general  rule  for  the  purposes  of  the 
service  of  process,  pleadings  and  notices,  the  law  does  not 
regard  fractions  of  a  day,  but  as  to  priority  between  creditors, 
and  to  prevent  an  injustice,  the  law  does  regard  fractions  of 
a  day  (5  Allb.  Dig*^  709,  omA  cases  there  cited). 

In  the  present  case  it  would  be  an  injustice  to  the  plaintiff 
to  aUow  the  rule  as  claimed  by  the  defendant,  because  it 
would  in  effect  be  allowing  him  for  time  spent  in  the  trial  of 
the  cause,  which  was  not  thus  spent. 

As  well  might  a  laborer  who  is  hired  by  the  day  to  do  a 
certain  piece  of  work,  charge  for  three  days  labor,  when  in 
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fact  he  ehoold  work  one-half  of  the  first  daj,  the  whole  of 
the  second  day,  and  one-fonrth  honr  of  the  morning  of  the 
third  day.  It  does  seem  as  thongh  any  person  would  contend 
for  such  a  mle  in  the  case  of  a  laborer ;  and  yet  in  principle 
it  is  very  like  the  role  contended  for  by  the  defendant  in  thia 
case. 

But  there  is  another  view,  which  may  be  taken  of  the  case, 
which  is  equally  fatal  to  the  position  of  the  defendant,  and 
that  is  that  this  trial  was  completed  and  ended,  and  fully  fin- 
ished, upon  the  afternoon  of  the  second  day,  when  the 
counsel  had  each  finished  their  arguments  to  the  jury,  the 
court  had  given  them  its  charge,  and  they  had  retired  for 
deliberation  upon  their  verdict  {Mygatt  v.  WiUxMj  85  Mow. 
Pt.,  410). 

I  cannot  find  that  the  precise  point  under  consideration  has 
ever  been  decided,  and  it  was  not  up  in  the  case  last  cited, 
but  in  deciding  the  case  the  learned  judge  uses  the  following 
language :  ^'  Such  trial  is  not  completed  until  finally  submit- 
ted to  the  court,  referee  or  jury,"  thus  holding  by  fair  impli- 
cation, that  when  it  is  thus  submitted  to  the  court,  referee  or 
jury  it  is  completed. 

After  the  proofs  are  closed  and  the  case  is  finally  submitted 
to  a  court  or  referee  for  decision,  I  think  it  must  be  held  that 
the  trial  is  completed  and  finished,  and  I  see  no  good  reason 
for  holding  or  applying  any  other  or  different  mle  when  the 
trial  is  by  jury  instead  of  a  court  or  referee. 

The  motion  to  strike  out  the  item  of  ten  dollars  for  trial 
occupied  more  than  two  days  is  granted,  with  seven  dollars 
costs  of  this  motion. 


./ 
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U.  8.  CIRCTJIT  COUET. 

Ths  New  Yobx  akd  Baltdcobb  Coffee  PoLisHiNa  Oom- 
PANT,  complainant,  agt  The  Nbw  Yobk  Coffee  Pou8HIK» 
CoHPANY  (Ldiitsd),  defendant. 

P»pehiaUonof  testmanff  bylnU  in  ^quU^ — Whatfmui  be^hawn  to  erUiUs 

partif  to  order. 

Where  a  bill  was  filed  to  obtain,  under  section  866  of  the  United  States 
Revised  Statutes,  a  direction  that  the  testimony  of  a  witness  A.  might 
be  taken  in  perpetuam  rei  memoriam,  alleging  that  complainant  has 
been  and  still  is  using  a  certain  process  for  which  defendant  has  letters 
patent,  that  such  letters  patent  are  ^oid  for  want  of  novelty,  and  in 
case  suit  shall  be  brought  by  defendant  against  plaintiff  for  infringe- 
ment, the  plaintiff  relies  for  its  defense  upon  the  testimony  of  A.,  who 
had  himself  made  use  of  the  process  years  before  the  patent  was  issued, 
that  A.  is  upwards  of  ninety  years  old,  and  that  defendant  neglects 
to  bring  such  suit  for  Infringement: 

Meld  (overruling  demurrer  to  bill),  that  the  deposition,  if  taken,  would  be 
admissible  in  the  suit  which  complainant  fears,  section  867  not  being 
applicable  to  testimony  perpetuated  by  direction  of  the  United  States 
circuit  court  under  section  866. 

SM,  also,  that  there  is  a  necessity  for  perpetuating  this  testimony, 
because,  assuming  the  United  States  attorney-general  has  power  to 
institute  a  proceeding  to  annul  the  defendant's  patent  for  want  of 
novelty,  still  it  rests  with  the  attorney-general  and  not  the  plaintiff  to 
say  whether  such  proceeding  shall  be  instituted,  and  whether  A.  shall 
be  called  as  a  witness. 

'    Eastern  J)i8trict  cf  New  Torky  Janwrnf^  1882. 

Richards  dk  Healdsaid  Henry  P,  Starbreckj  for  complainant. 

Ooodrichy  Deady  dk  Platt^  for  defendant. 

Benedict,  J,  —  This  case  comes  before  the  conrt  upon  a 
demurrer  to  the  bilL  The  bill  is  filed  to  obtain  at  the  hands 
of  this  conrt  a  direction  that  the  testimony  of  a  witness 
named  William  Newell  may  be  taken  inperpetuaan  rei  memo^ 
ria^m.     The  provision  of  statute  nnder  which  the  bill  is  filed 
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is  found  in  section  866  Beviaed  Statutes,  where  it  is  provided 
that  '^  any  circuit  court,  upon  application  to  it  as  a  court  of 
equity,  may,  according  to  the  usages  of  chancery,  direct 
depositions  to  be  taken  in  perpehuim  rei  memoriam  if  they 
relate  to  any  matters  that  may  be  oc^izable  in  any  court  of 
the  United  States." 

The  allegations  of  the  bill,  which  are  material  on  the 
present  occasion,  are  these :  That  the  complainant  has  been  and 
still  is  using  in  the  dty  of  Kew  York  a  certain  process  to  the 
use  of  which  the  defendant  claims  the  exclusive  right  under 
letters  patent  of  the  United  States.  That  such  letters  patent 
are  void  for  want  of  novelty.  That  in  case  suit  shall  be 
brought  by  the  defendant  against  the  plaintiff  for  infringe- 
ment of  the  said  patent,  the  plaintiff  relies  for  its  defense 
upon  the  testimony  of  William  NewelL  That  said  fTewell 
had  himself  made  public  use  in  the  United  States  of  the  said 
process  for  upwards  of  twelve  years  before  the  said  patent 
was  issued.  That  said  Newell  is  upwards  of  ninety  years  of 
age.  That  the  defendant  has  neglected  and  still  neglects  to 
bring  a  suit  against  the  plaintiff  for  its  infringement  of  said 
patent,  and  the  plaintiff  is  unable  to  bring  its  rights  to  a 
judicial  determination. 

In  support  of  the  demurrer  to  this  bill  it  is  first  contended 
that  the  proceeding  is  vain,  because  the  deposition,  if  taken, 
will  never  be  admissible  in  evidence  in  the  suit  which  the 
complainants  fear.  This  position  is  supposed  to  be  sustained 
by  the  provision  in  Revised  Statutes,  section  867,  where  it  is 
provided  that  ^^  any  court  of  the  United  States  may,  in  its 
discretion,  admit  in  evidence  in  any  cause  before  it  any  depo* 
sition  taken  in  perpeituim  rei  memartam  which  would  be 
admissible  in  a  court  of  the  state  wherein  such  cause  is  pend- 
ing, according  to  the  laws  thereof."  But  the  effect  of  the 
provision  last  quoted  is  misunderstood  by  the  defendant  The 
provision  is  intended  to  permit  the  courts  of  the  United 
States  to  admit  in  evidence  testimony  perpetuated  according 
to  the  laws  of  the  state,  and  in  no  wise  relates  to  testimony 
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perpetuated  by  direction  of  a  drenit  court  of  the  United 
States  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  of  the  United  States  under 
which  this  bill  is  filed.  Testimonj  so  perpetuated  is  admissi- 
ble in  evidence  in  accordance  with  the  usages  and  practice  of 
courts  of  the  United  States  and  by  virtue  of  section  866, 
but  not  by  virtue  of  867.  The  object  of  the  bill  is  therefore 
legitimate  and  the  proceeding  not  vain. 

The  next  ground  taken  in  support  of  the  demurrer  is  that 
the  bill  does  not  show  a  necessity  fur  perpetuating  the  testi- 
mony of  the  witness  in  order  to  preserve  the  plaintiff's  rights, 
inasmuch  as,  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  bill,  it  would  be  the 
duty  of  the  attorney-general,  upon  the  application  of  the 
plaintiff,  to  institute  a  proceeding  in  the  name  of  the  United 
States  to  annul  the  defendant's  patent,  in  which  proceeding 
the  testimony  of  the  witness  Newell  could  be  taken  with  like 
benefit  to  the  plaintiff  as  if  taken  by  direction  of  this  court 
in  this  proceeding,  or  in  a  suit  brought  by  the  defendant 
against  the  plaintiff. 

It  maybe  admitted  that  in  cases  of  this  description  .the 
rule  is  not  to  sustain  the  bill  if  it  be  possible  that  the  matter 
in  question  can,  by  the  party  who  files  the  biU,  be  made  the 
subject  of  immediate  judicial  investigation  {AngeU  v.  AngM, 
Sim.  <b  St.j  89),  but  no  opportunity  to  have  such  a  judicial 
determination  appears  open  to  the  plaintiff  in  this  case. 

Clearly  the  proceeding  by  the  attorney-general,  supposed  by 
the  defendant  to  be  possible,  is  not  such  an  opportunity  to 
bring  the  matter  to  a  judicial  determination  as  the  rule 
requires.  If  it  be  assumed  that  the  attorney-general  has 
power  to  institute  a  proceeding  in  the  name  of  the  United 
States  to  annul  the  defendant's  patent  for  want  of  novelty 
(ae  to  which  see  AUomey-Oeneral  agt  Rwmford  Ohemioal 
Works,  9  Official  Qaz.,p.  1062),  still  it  rests  with  the  attor- 
ney-general or  the  United  States  attorney  and  not  with  the 
plaintiff  to  say  whether  such  a  proceeding  shall  be  instituted, 
and  if  so  where  and  when  instituted  and  whether  the  testi- 
mony of  the  witness  Newell  shall  form  part  of  the  teeJipiony 
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in  snch  proceeding.  The  plaintiff  irwithont  power  to  compel 
the  inBtitation  of  sneh  a  proceeding,  and  it  cannot  be  known 
that  snch  a  proceeding  will  ever  be  institnted. 

It  is  Baid  the  preBomption  is  that  a  public  olBcer  will  do  his 
duty,  bnt  snch  presumption  does  not  warrant  the  conclusion 
that  the  attome j-general  or  the  United  States  attorney  will  as 
of  course  institute  a  proceeding  to  annul  the  defendant's  patent 
upon  the  plaintiff's  application  and  assertion  that  the  patent  is 
Yoid  for  want  of  novelty.  There  is  no  absolute  duty  imposed 
upon  the  attorney-general  or  any  United  States  attorney,  either 
by  the  common  law  or  by  any  statute,  to  institute  a  proeeed- 
ing  to  annul  a  patent  issued  for  an  invention  when  applied  to 
by  any  party  asserting  its  invalidity  for  waat  of  novelty. 

Besides  the  right  which  the  plaintiff  asserts  in  this  bill  is 
the  right  to  have  the  validity  of  the  defendant's  patent  adju- 
dicated upon  a  consideration  of  the  testimony  of  tiie  witness 
Newell  in  regard  to  the  fact  asserted  by  the  bill  to  be  within 
the  knowledge  of  that  witness ;  and  if  the  plaintiff's  appli- 
cation to  the  attorney-general  for  a  proceeding  to  annul 
the  defendant's  patent  would  create  a  duty  on  the  part  of  the 
attorney-general  to  institute  such  a  proceeding  no  duty  to  call 
Newell  as  a  witness  would  arise.  Such  a  proceeding  would 
be  wholly  within  the  control  of  the  attorney-general  {Maury 
agt.  Whikiey^  14  WaU.^  441),  and  the  most  that  can  be  said  is 
that  it  is  possible  that  the  plaintiff's  right  to  the  testimony  of 
the  witness  could  be  preserved  by  a  proceeding  taken  in  the 
name  of  the  United  States,  assuming  but  not  deciding  that 
the  power  to  institute  such  a  proceeding  exists.  Such  a  poe- 
sibility  affords  no  reason  for  refusing  to  entertain  the  bill 
under  consideration. 

There  must  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  demur- 
rer, with  leave  to  answer  on  payment  of  costs. 
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Robertson  a^  Bchellhaas  €t  al. 


6UPEEME  COURT. 
Louis  F.  Bobebibon  agt  Eowuud  Sohbllhaas  et  al. 

Prtferenees — When  a/n  order  is  necessary — When  should  be  obtained  and 
served  —  Code  of  (Kvd  Procedure^  sections  701-798. 

Where  the  right  to  a  preference  does  not  appear  in  the  pleadings,  the 
order  giving  the  preference  should  be  obtained  before  notice  of  trial,  and 
should  be  served  either  btfore  or  with  the  notice. 

Where  a  plaintiff  first  notices  the  cause  for  trial,  without  having  obtained 
the  preliminary  order  as  required,  he  waives  his  right  to  a  preference. 

^Special  Term^  Octdberj  1881. 

Tms  was  an  action  commenced  by  attachment,  and  brought 
for  damages  growing  out  of  an  alleged  breach  of  warranty  in 
the  sale  of  certain  hides  at  Shanghai,  China. 

Issue  was  joined  on  the  9th  day  of  April,  1881,  and  the 
cause  noticed  for  the  May  circuit ;  but  no  note  of  issue  was 
filed  until  September  12, 1881,  and  the  cause  was  again  noticed 
for  October.  On  the  8th  day  of  October,  1881,  the  defend- 
ant served  papers  in  a  motion  for  a  commission  to  take  the 
deposition  of  certain  witnesses  at  Shanghai,  under  section  889 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

On  the  same  day  the  plaintiff  served  papers  in  a  motion  to 
give  the  cause  a  perference  on  the  calendar  for  trial  under 
Sule  36  of  the  supreme  court,  upon  the  ground  that  certain 
goods  were  held  under  an  attachment.  Both  motions  were 
made  returnable  October  seventeenth. 

Lewis  ScmderSy  for  plaintiff. 

Charles  O,  Oro^iin^  for  defendants.  First.  In  the  regular 
course  of  the  calendar  this  cause  could  not  be  reached  in  eigh- 
teen months  at  least,  thus  giving  ample  time  for  the  return  of 
the  commission  from  Shanghai.  Second.  The  plaintiff  has 
not  complied  with  the  statute  relating  to  preferences.  Sule 
86  is  founded  on  subdivision  10  of  sections  791  and  793  of 
Vol.  LXII  62 
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the  Code  of  Oivil  Procedure,  which  provides  that  where  the 
right  to  a  preference  does  not  appear  in  the  pleadings,  the  order 
giving  the  preference  shonld  be  obtained  before  notice  of  trial, 
and  shonld  be  served  either  before  or  with  the  notice.  The 
plaintiff  having  noticed  the  cause  for  the  May  and  October 
circnitSy  he  has  waived  his  right  to  a  preference.  Unless  the 
pleadings  show  sufficient  facts  to  give  the  canse  perf erence, 
the  preliminary  order  is  required  {Cods  of  CfMl  Pro.y  Bee.  793). 
Third.  The  provisions  of  the  Code  of  Oivil  Procedure 
{eeo.  17)  authorizing  a  convention  of  the  general  term  justices 
to  establish  rules  of  practice,  does  not  empower  them  to  make 
rules  which  are  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  the  Code 
{Oormerhf  agt.  MoOlynn^  84  N.  F.,  284).  Fourth.  Inas- 
much as  the  plaintiff  did  not  avail  himself  of  the  statute  in 
serving  his  order  for  a  preference,  he  should  be  stayed  until 
the  return  of  the  commission  as  the  defendant's  motion  is 
made  in  good  faith,  and  they  cannot  be  charged  with  laches. 

Barbett,  J, —  The  motion  for  a  commission  is  granted,  with 
stay  until  the  Ist  Monday  of  March,  1882,  and  the  cause  set 
down  for  trial  on  day  subsequent  to  the  expiration  of  stay. 


SUPREME  COURT. 


Spbitoieb  Esvm  and  others  agt.  Thb  Obbook  Railway  ahd 

Navigation  Company  and  others. 

Foreign  earporaUom—When  and  how  maybe  sued — ybn^reeident  plain^ 

tiffin  Code  (tf  Ovril  Procedure,  eeeiian  1780. 

Where  a  suit  is  brought  against  a  foreign  corporation,  though  a  general 
appearance  by  defendant  before  answering  gives  the  court  Jurisdiction 
over  its  person,  it  does  not  necessarily  give  jurisdiction  over  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  action,  and  where  some  of  the  plaintiifs  are  non- 
residents, the  complaint  must  be  dismissed  as  to  them,  a  case  not  being 
made  out  under  section  1780  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

A  resident  plaintiff,  however,  where  the  complaint  makes  out  a  cause  of' 
action  may  maintain  the  suit,  though  the  acts  out  of  which  the  cause 
of  action  arises  were  done,  and  the  property  from  the  management  and 
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disposition  of  wlucli  tlie  plaintiff's  loss  and  damage  were  sustained  are 
beyond  the  jurisdiction,  and  the  relief  within  the  power  of  the  court  to 
grant  may  be  incomplete. 
That  the  stock  of  such  plaintiff,  suing  as  a  stockholder,  has  not  been 
registered,  is  no  reason  why  he  should  not  maintain  the  action. 

Special  Term^  January^  1882. 
Z.  H.  HvUbao'dy  for  plaintifi. 
F.  N.  BcmgSy  for  defendant 

Van  VoBflT,  J. —  The  defendant,  on  whose  behalf  the  motion 
to  dismiss  the  complaint  is  made,  although  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion, before  answering  appeared  generallj  in  the  action.  Such 
appearance  in  itself  gave  the  court  jurisdiction  over  the  per- 
son of  the  defendant,  but  not  necessarily  over  the  cause  of 
action.  For  although  a  defendant  yoluntarily  appears  in  an 
action,  he  may  yet  object  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  over 
the  subject-matter,  as  is  done  in  this  instance  {BwmeU  agt. 
Chicago  and  Lake  Huron  H.  R.  Co,^  4  Hun^  114 ;  Cwrpen- 
ter  agt.  Central  Park  and  North  and  Ea$t  Biver  B.  B.  C%>., 
11  Abb.  [jr.  5.],  416  ;  Bdbvnson  agt  Wesl^  1  Samd.,  19). 

In  respect  to  the  non-resident  plaintiffs  the  complaint  must 
be  dismissed,  for  the  reason  tiiat  as  to  them  tiie  complaint 
does  not  make  out  a  case  which  brings  their  action  within  the 
provisions  of  either  of  the  subdivisions  of  section  1780  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

Cases  in  which  actions  may  be  prosecuted  within  this  state 
against  foreign  corporations  are  specified  in  the  section  of  the 
Code  above  referred  to,  and  to  those  cases  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  is  limited. 

With  respect  to  the  resident  plaintiff,  GrifSn,  however,  the 
case  is  different.  An  action  may  be  maintained  by  a  resident 
of  this  state  ^^  for  any  cause  of  action "  {Code^  sec.  1780 ; 
Prouta  agt  Mich.  South,  and  N.  In.  B.  B.  Oo.^  1  Hvn^  668 ; 
The  Atlantic  and  Pac.  Td.  Co.  agt.  BaU.  db  0.  B.  B.  Co., 
46  Supr.  Ct.  B.  877). 

I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  or  proper  at  this  time  to  present 


#92  NEW  YORE  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Errin  sgt  Oregon  Railway  and  Navigation  Company. 


an  analysiB  of  the  facts  oat  of  which  this  plamti£r8  cause  of 
action  is  claimed  to  have  arisen,  as  disclosed  by  the  complaint, 
and  the  opening  of  his  connseL  In  sabstanoe,  howeyer,  it 
may  be  said  of  them  that  upon  principle  and  anthoritj  they 
present  questions  of  which  a  court  of  equily  may  properly 
take  cognizance.  The  fact  that  the  acts  out  of  which  the 
plaintifEs'  cause  of  action  arises  were  done,  and  the  property, 
through  the  management  and  disposition  of  which  the  plain- 
tiffs' loss  and  damages  were  sustained,  are  beyond  this  juris- 
liction,  does  not  deprive  the  court  of  the  power  to  hear  and 
determine  this  case  upon  the  merits. 

In  cases  of  fraud,  breaches  of  trust  or  contract,  the  juris- 
diction of  a  court  of  equity  is  sustainable  wherever  the  per- 
son of  the  defendant  be  found,  although  property  beyond  the 
jurisdiction  be  affected  by  the  judgment  {Gardner  agt.  Ogden^ 
22  N.  T.y  827 ;  March  agt.  Eastern  R.  R.  Co.,  40  N.  J?., 
548 ;  Uaeeie  agt.  Wam,  6  Ora/noh,  148). 

It  is  not  important  now  to  indicate  the  specific  relief  to 
which  the  plaintiff  may  in  the  end  be  entitled.  That  will 
depend  upon  the  facts  established  on  the  trial  The  com- 
plaint miJces  out  a  cause  of  action.  The  relief  within  the 
power  of  the  court  to  grant  may  be  incomplete,  and  not  com- 
mensurate with  the  injuries  and  loss  sustained,  growing  out  of 
the  fact  that  material  interests  ^ffected  are  outside  of  this 
jurisdiction;  but  that  affords  no  adequate  reason  why  an 
attempt  in  that  direction  should  not  be  made.  Efforts  in  such 
direction  frequently  afford  only  approximate  justice. 

lu  so  far  at  least  as  the  defendant  is  personally  concerned, 
and  its  property  and  assets  within  this  state  may  be  impressed, 
justice  may  be  accomplished. 

That  the  stock  of  the  plaintiff  Griffin  has  not  been  regis- 
tered is  no  reason  why  he  should  not  maintain  this  action. 
He  is  the  legal  and  equitable  owner  of  the  stock.  The  pos- 
session by  him  of  the  certificate  as  owner  gives  him  a  com- 
plete title.  For  certain  purposes,  and  for  the  enjoyment  of 
specific  privileges,  such  as  to  vote  and  receive  dividends,  it 
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may  be  neoesBarj,  as  between  him  and  the  corporation,  that  he 
Bhonld  be  regietered  as  a  stockholder.  But  as  the  absolute 
owner  of  the  stock,  he  is,  to  the  exclusion  of  every  other  per- 
son, entitled  to  prosecute  an  action  for  injury  to  it,  or  to  him- 
self as  the  proprietor  thereof  {BagaJutw  agt.  The  Eastern 
Union  Ba/Uway  Co.^  7  JSatre,  114 ;  Pae9oU  agt.  Byere^  40 
(7a?.,  614). 

The  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint  as  to  the  plaintiff 
Griffin  is  therefore  denied. 


N.  T.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Daioxl  S.  Biddlb,  plaintiff  and  respondent^  agt  Hsnst  A. 

Cbam,  defendant  and  appeUant. 

Stferte  in  mipptementaiy  proceedingB  —  8v4t  for  fin  ^  Btfene  not  allowed 
to  9hoto  that  prop&rtiy  wu  dueovered -^  Such  ovid&nce  improper. 

A  referee  appointed  in  supplementary  proceedings  suing  for  fees  will  not 
be  permitted  to  show  that  property  was  discovered  upon  the  examina- 
tion, or  that  the  judgment  was  in  consequence  paid.  His  action  is 
upon  the  statute,  and  although  the  answer  denies  the  rendition  of  any 
services,  such  evidence  is  improper,  as  it  may  imjustly  influence  the  Jury. 

General  Terra^  January^  1882. 

Afpbal  from  an  order  of  the  marine  court,  general  term, 
affirming  a  judgment  entered  upon  the  verdict  of  a  juiy,  in 
an  action  tried  before  justice  Mo  Adam. - 

The  trial  judge  charged  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff,  if 
allowed  to  recover  at  all,  was  not  entitled  to  more  than  three^ 
dollars  for  each  day  spent  upon  the  business  of  the  reference, 
that  being  the  sum  fixed  by  the  Code  in  force  at  the  time 
when  the  service  was  rendered.  The  jury  allowed  fortynrix 
meetings  at  this  rate,  making  in  all  $138. 

n,  S.  Oramy  for  appellant. 

2>.  S.  Biddlsy  for  respondent. 


1 
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Riddle  agt  Cram. 

Yak  Bbuht,  P.  J.  —  This  is  an  action  to  recover  referee's 
fees  by  a  referee  appointed  in  supplemental  proceedings. 
The  defenses  were  a  denifed  that  the  plaintiff  ever  rendered 
any  services  to  the  defendant  and  the  statute  of  limitations. 

The  plaintiff  in  his  complaint  alleged  the  value  of  the 
services  to  be  a  certain  sum,  and  this  was  denied  by  the 
answer.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  defendant  in  this  action 
was  an  assignee  of  the  judgment  upon  which  the  supplemen- 
tal proceedings  were  had;  that  he  was  cognizant  of  the 
reference^  and  that  he  appeared  before  the  referee  and  uiged 
that  it  should  proceed,  and  it  was  also  testified  by  one  of  the 
witnesses,  Girding,  that  the  defendant  knew  of  die  reference 
and  approved  of  it  This  was  more  than  was  necessaiy  to 
establic^  a  liability  upon  tlie  part  of  the  defendant  for  the 
fees  which  he  had  incurred  upon  that  reference.  It  was 
urged  upon  the  part  of  the  appellant  that  the  reference  never 
having  been  terminated,  no  cause  of  action  accrued.  It 
would  seem  that  a  complete  answer  to  this  objection  is  pre- 
sented by  the  evidence  of  the  fact  that  the  proceedings  were 
suspended,  and  that  the  judgment  upon  which  the  proceed* 
ings  were  founded  was  paid  in  full  to  the  defendant  and  the 
judgment  satisfied. 

Several  exceptions  to  the  introduction  of  testimony  were 
taken,  some  of  which  seem  to  be  well  founded.  It  is  true 
that  the  plaintiff  all^;ed  a  qua/nimn,  meruit^  and  that  the 
answer  denied  it,  but  the  theoiy  upon  which  the  plaintiff 
based  his  recovery  was  the  compensation  fixed  by  the  statute, 
and  had  nothing  to  do  whatever  with  the  nature  of  the 
services,  or  with  their  value,  but  simply  depended  upon  their 
rendition.  Under  such  circumstances  the  evidence  in  re^^ard 
to  the  nature  of  the  services  and  their  value  seems  to  have 
been  entirely  immaterial. 

The  plaintiff  in  this  action  had  no  right  to  raise  the  issue 
of  a  jiumtum  meruity  and  although  it  was  denied  by  the 
answer,  that  did  not  authorize  him  to  introduce  proof  upon 
that  issue,  when  the  amount  which  he  could  recover  was 


NEW  YORK  PRA.CTICE  REPORTS.  495 

City  Kational  Bank  of  Dallas  agt.  National  Park  Bank. 

that  which  the  statute  had  fixed  as  compensation  for  suck 
services. 

Therefore,  the  question  in  the  twelfth  interrogatory  pro- 
pounded to  the  witness  Oerding,  as  follows :  ^'  State  whether 
or  not  tlie  examination  of  Yan  Yalkenberg  disclosed  property 
or  showed  that  he  had  means  to  pay  the  judgment  upon 
which  the  proceedings  had  been  based } "  was  clearly  improper, 
particularly  when  we  consider  the  nature  of  the  answer, 
which  was  as  follows :  The  examination  of  Van  Yalkenberg 
disclosed  that  he  had  a  large  amount  of  money,  and  it  was  in 
consequence  of  that  fact  that  the  judgment  was  paid. 

This  testimony  may  have  influenced  the  jury  in  determin- 
ing the  question  as  to  whether  Mr.  Kiddle  had  been  employed 
by  Mr.  Cram  or  Mr.  Gerding,  which  was  a  very  material 
issue  in  the  case  as  presented  by  the  evidence. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  the  admission  of  that  evidence 
being  erroneous  under  the  theory  of  the  plaintijOPs  action,  the 
judgment  must  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered,  with 
costs  to  abide  the  event. 

Beach,  J.,  concurred. 


SUPEEME  COUET. 

Thb  Cmr  National  Bank  of  Dallas  agt.  The  National 

Pabk  Bank. 

'Prffwrnian  —  BigM  to^Eow  and  w?idn  waioed —  Chde  qf  CM  Procedure, 

mcUone  791-798. 

Where  the  right  to  a  preference  depends  upon  facts  which  do  not  appear 
upon  the  pleadings,  a  copy  of  the  order  granting  the  preference  must 
be  served  with  or  before  the  notice  of  trial  or  argument. 

By  serving  a  notice  of  trial  before  making  a  motion  to  have  the  cause 
preferred,  the  right  to  such  preference  is  waived. 

Speoial  Terrn^  F^bruary^  1883. 
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Lawbbnob,  X —  The  plaintiffe  having  served  a  notice  of 
trial  before  making  this  motion  have,  I  think,  waived  their 
right  to  move  to  have  the  cause  preferred. 

The  right  to  a  preference  depends  upon  facts  which  do  not 
appear  upon  the  pleadings,  &c.,  and  the  Code  is  express  that 
in  snch  a  case  a  copy  of  the  order  granting  the  preference 
must  be  served  with  or  before  the  notice  of  trial  or  argument 
(Cbefo,  aeo.  798). 

Motion  denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs  to  abide  the  event. 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Akn  SmFinrr,  appellant,  agt.  Michael  Sohtllnee,  respondent. 

CMt — aUotoed  to  plaifU(f  token  dtfendani  had  noticed  cause  for  trial  but 
faUed  to  try  eame,  dtfendant  attending  pureiiant  to  euch  notice,  he  not  hafh 
ing  noticed  U  himeelf. 

Where  a  party  gives  notice  of  trial,  and  then  fails  to  try  the  cause  pursuant 
to  his  notice  or  to  countennand  it  in  due  season,  he  will  be  compelled 
to  pay  the  opposite  party  who  has  omitted  to  notice  the  cause,  but 
attends  in  obedience  to  the  call  of  the  party  noticmg,  the  costs  of 
the  term  {Eeversing  8.  C,  63  ffote,,  ante,  FoUomng^  Potter  agt  Lewie, 
18  Wend,  616,  n.;  Toumeend  agt.  Cowen,  10  Wend,  689;  2  Strange,  797; 
1  Term  Hep.,  696). 

Fov/rth  DqparttnefU^  General  Termy  Jcmtcart/y  1882. 

B^ore  SmTH,  P.  J.^  Haedin  cmd  Haight,  JJ. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  special  term  denying  a  motion 
made  by  the  plaintiff  to  compel  the  defendant  to  pay  the 
costs  of  the  May  term  of  the  Oneida  circuit,  1881,  held  at 
Utica.  The  canse  was  noticed  for  trial  by  the  defendant,  but 
was  not  noticed  by  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  did  not 
countermand  his  notice,  nor  move  the  cause  when  called  on 
the  calendar.  The  motion  was  denied,  as  not  in  ^'  accordance 
with  the  rules  or  practice  of  the  courts  or  the  provisions  of 
the  Code  of  Procedure." 
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Oswald  Prentiss  Backus^  for  appellant. 

I.  At  common  law  the  plaintiff  only  could  give  notice  of 
trial  in  personal  actions.  In  actions  of  replevin,  writs  of  pro- 
hibitions, writs  of  error  where  error  in  fact  was  assigned  as  a 
gronnd  of  error,  and  where  a  feigned  issue  was  awarded  in 
chancery,  either  party  might  give  notice  of  trial.  At  an  early 
date  the  defendant  in  personal  actions  had  no  means  of  pun- 
ishing the  plaintiff  who  unreasonably  neglected  to  proceed 
with  the  cause.  He  was  permitted,  however,  after  the  plain- 
tiff's delay  had  become  unreasonable  to  make  up  the  record 
and  apply  to  the  court,  showing  plaintiff's  conduct,  when  a 
rule  was  granted  directing  the  trial  of  the  cause  by  proviso. 
Trial  by  proviso  obtained  its  name  from  a  clause  in  the  jury 
process,  which  directed  the  sheriff  if  two  writs  came  into  his 
hands  (from  the  plaintiff  and  defendant)  to  bring  the  case  on 
by  the  plaintiff's  writ.  After  a  trial  by  proviso  had  been 
granted  either  party  might  give  notice  of  triaL  Afterwards 
a  remedy  was  provided  which  was  cumulative,  by  which  the 
defendant  in  personal  actions  was  permitted  to  move  for  judg- 
ment as  in  case  of  non-suit.  After  the  advent  of  this  new 
remedy,  trial  by  proviso  fell  into  disuse  because  of  its  expense, 
and  because  the  new  remedy  was  more  convenient  and  sum- 
mary. Trial  by  proviso  was  in  vogue  in  this  state  as  late  as 
1827  {People  agt.  Bank  of  Washington^  7  Cotven^  519).  In 
replevin,  &c.,  the  defendant  was  deemed  an  actor  and  after 
issue  joined  might  give  notice  of  trial,  and  bring  the  cause  on 
for  trial  as  under  the  Oode.  And,  in  any  case,  if  either  party 
gave  notice  of  trial  and  then  failed  to  countermand  his  notice 
in  due  season,  or  try  the  cause  pursuant  to  his  notice,  he  was 
compelled  to  pay  the  other  party  the  costs  of  the  term  (2 
ArchholcTs  Pr,,  240,  241 ;  1  SeOxyrCs  Pr.,  418,  F.  416, 418 ;  1 
Dunlap^s  Pr.j  550,  656,  586,  note;  Palter  agt.  Lewis  18 
Wend.j  616,  n. ;  PoUz  agt.  Curtiss^  9  Wend,^  497;  Doe  agt. 
Roe^  5  HiUy  376;  Dauchy  agt.  AUen^  3  How.y  212;  Tawn^ 
send  agt.  Cowen^  19  Wend,^  639 ;  Anonymou^y  7  Hill,  168 ; 
Wilkinson  agt.  Poole,  2  Stram^e,  797 ;  1  Term  Rep.,  696 ;, 
Vol.  LXn        68 
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2  8and.j  836  a).  Formerly  if  the  party  gave  notice  of  coun- 
termand  in  convenient  season  no  costs  were  allowed  (1  SeUorC% 
Pt.^  418).  Under  the  present  practice,  notwithstanding  a 
party  countermands  his  notice,  he  mnst  still  pay  all  costs 
which  have  accrued  intermediate  the  service  of  the  notice  of 
trial  and  the  cou9termands(2  TUl  <6  Sherman?s  Pr.,  436 ; 
8  WaU's  Sup.  Oi.  Pr.,  37). 

II.  Observe  the  similarities  in  the  old  and  the  new  prac- 
tice. Under  the  old  practice,  if  plaintiff  neglected  to  pro- 
ceed with  the  action  defendant  might  move  for  judgment 
(2  Arohholdis  Pr.,  244 ;  1  Durdcyp's  Pr.,  662).  So  by  sec- 
tion 822  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  if  plaintiff  neglects 
to  proceed  the  defendant  may  move  for  a  dismissal  of  the 
complaint.  '  Again,  at  common  law  either  party  might  give 
notice  of  trial  in  replevin,  writs  of  prohibition,  &c.  By  sec- 
tion 980  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  either  party  may 
give  notice  of  trial.  To  decide  that  the  old  rule  is  not  appli- 
cable is  to  say  that  it  was  an  erroneous  one.  Judge  Mullin, 
in  the  case  of  KerU  agt.  Schuyler^  in  December,  1880, 
affirmed  the  old  rule  and  compelled  a  party  to  pay  costs  for 
not  proceeding  to  trial  pursuant  to  notice. 

III.  The  courts  have  always  applied  the  rule  to  cases 
where  applicable,  although  new  {BuUer  agt  KeUey^  14  Johns.^ 
842;  3  How.  Pr.,  211 ;  6  HUl,  234). 

lY.  It  was  the  customary  practice  of  the  old  supreme 
court  and  court  of  chancery  to  compel  a  party  to  pay  costs  in 
such  cases  as  this  {Supreme  Court  Rule  86). 

E.  Z.  StevenSy  for  respondent.  Where  the  plaintiff  unrea- 
sonably neglects  to  proceed  in  the  action  the  court  may  in  its 
discretion,  dismiss  the  complaint  {Cod&,  eeo.  827).  But  this 
relief  may  be  refused  if  plaintiff  excuses  his  neglect  (6%ai7^ 
pion  agt.  Weheterj  16  Ahb.^  4) ;  or  if  the  defendant  has  been 
guilty  of  such  conduct  as  prevents  him  from  having  the 
effect  of  the  motion  {Id.j  6).  Bj  placing  the  cause  on  the 
calendar  and  not  moving  it,  the  defendant  simply  waived  his 
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right  to  move  at  special  term  for  a  difimiseal  of  the  complaint 
for  neglect  to  prosecute  {JiiUer  agt.  Bmgy  18  Ahb.^  244; 
Bowles  agt.  Vcm  Hom^  11  J.J5.,  84;  19  Hov).^  846; 
PerJdna  v.  Butler ^  42  51?w;.,  101 ;  McCarthy  v.  Hancock^  6 
i7(n^.,  28).  In  the  case  at  bar  plaintiff  was  gailtj  of  laches 
in  not  noticing  the  case  for  trial.  The  defendant  excuses  his 
failure  to  move  the  cause,  because  otherwise  engaged.  There 
is  no  reported  case  that  holds  defendant  liable  for  costs.  The 
defendant  acted  in  good  faith.  The  motion  was  properly  denied. 

Hdd^  that  the  court  has  power  under  the  present  practice 
to  and  will  compel  a  party  who  gives  notice  of  trial  and  then 
fails  to  try  the  cause  pursuant  to  notice,  or  countermand  it  in 
due  season,  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  term  to  the  opposite  party, 
who  has  omitted  to  notice  the  cause,  but  who  attends  in  obedi- 
ence to  the  call  of  the  party  noticing,  prepared  to  try  the  case. 

Order  reversed,  with  ten  dollars  costs  and  disbursements. 


K  T.  SUPEKIOR  COURT. 

Gbobgb  W.  Tompkins,  sometimes  known  as  S.  P.  Fuli«eb, 
plaintiff  and  appellant,  agt.  Alfred  F.  Smtth  and  others, 
defendants  and  respondents. 

Arrest  —  Action  to  reeovermoney  lost  in  gamJbiUng — No  right  to  arrest  in 
suck  action — Code  of  OivH  Procedure,  section  549. 

In  an  action  brought  under  tlie  proyisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes  to 
recover  moneys  aUeged  to  have  been  lost  in  gaming,  the  defendant  is 
not  subject  to  arrest,  as  the  statute  does  not  expressly  give  the  right  of 
arrest;  and  it  would  be  a  forced  and  improper  construction  to  say  that 
the  case  was  brought  within  the  provision  of  section  549  of  the  Code, 
which  gives  to  a  plaintiff  the  right  to  arrest  a  defendant  where  the 
action  is  for  '*  an  injury  to  property  including  the  wrongful  taking  and 
detention  or  conversion  of  personal  property." 

Oeneral  Term,  Februcvry^  1882. 

Before  Fsbbdman,  Arnouz  anA  Russell,  J  J. 
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Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  special  term  vacating  an  order 
of  arrest 

The  action  was  to  recover  the  sum  of  $31,080,  alleged  to 
have  been  lost  in  gaming. 

Upon  the  complaint  and  an  affidavit  reciting  the  loss  and 
payment  of  sums  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  the  sum 
claimed,  at  the  game  of  faro,  an  order  of  arrest  was  granted, 
which  was  afterwards,  upon  motion,  and  upon  the  same  papers 
upon  which  he  had  granted  it,  vacated  by  the  same  judge. 

Z.  E.  CMMenderiy  for  appellant.  ^ 

Douglass  CamfipbeUy  for  respondent. 

RtjssBLL,  J. —  The  order  of  arrest  was  vacated  on  the  theory 
that  the  law  does  not  authorize  an  arrest  in  such  a  case  as  this. 
It  was  claimed  on  the  argument,  by  the  appellant,  that  the 
order  of  arrest  ought  to  have  been  maintained,  because  the 
retention  by  the  defendants  of  the  moneys  sued  for  brought  the 
case  within  the  second  subdivision  of  section  549  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure,  which  gives  to  a  plaintiff  a  right  to  arrest 
a  defendant  where  the  action  is  for  '^  an  injury  to  property, 
including  the  wrongfiQ  taking,  detention  or  conversion  of 
personal  property."  The  appellant's  contention  was  that  the 
action  sounded  in  tort;  the  respondents  contended  that  it 
sounded  only  in  contract,  raised  or  implied  by  the  statute, 
which  gives  the  right  of  action.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that 
no  right  of  action  existed  at  common  law  to  recover  back 
moneys  lost  in  gaming.  The  extent  to  which  the  courts  went 
was  to  hold  that  the  law  would  not  enforce  such  contracts. 
The  action  is  solely  a  creature  of  statute.  Our  first  statute  on 
this  subject  was  the  act  of  1801  (1  Rev.  Lams  of  1818,  p. 
1 53,  chap.  46),  which,  following  the  statute  of  Anne,  gave  an 
action  of  debt  as  for  money  had  and  received  to  recover  back 
moneys  lost  at  play.  This  was  followed  by  the  provisions  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  [sec.  14  of  oH.  8  of  chap.  22  of  pa/rt  1), 
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which  is,  "  every  person  who  shall,  by  playing  at  any  game, 
or  by  betting  on  the  sides  or  hands  of  snch  as  do  play,  lose 
at  any  time  or  sitting  the  sum  or  value  of  twenty-five  dollars 
or  upwards,  and  shall  pay  or  deliver  the  same  or  any  part 
thereof,  may,  within  three  calendar  months  after  such  pay- 
ment or  delivery,  sue  for  and  recover  the  money  or  value  of 
the  things  so  lost  or  paid  or  delivered  from  the  winner  thereof." 

Were  the  act  ef  1801  still  in  force,  it  would  be  quite  clear 
that  the  appellant's  contention  could  not  be  sustained,  because 
that  act  distinctly  says  the  action  should  be  ^'  of  debt  as  for 
money  had  and  received."  But  the  appellant  claims  that 
inasmuch  as  the  Revised  Statutes  have  omitted  the  words  ^^  an 
action  for  debt,  &c.,"  that  the  nature  of  the  action  has  been 
changed  by  statute,  or  may  be  changed  at  the  option  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  while  he  may  still  sue  as  for  money  had 
and  received,  he  may  also  sue  in  tort  and  insist  that  his  action 
should  be  regai'ded  as  for  the  tortious  detention  of  peraonal 
property. 

It  is  of  some  significance  against  this  contention  that  it  is 
novel,  and  that  the  form  of  the  actions  reported  in  the  books 
since  the  Revised  Statutes  were  adopted,  has  remained  the 
same  as  it  was  before,  at  any  rate,  until  the  adoption  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  since  which  time  it  has  become  cus- 
tomary to  state  the  cause  of  action  according  to  the  fact,  rather 
than  according  to  the  old  forms  of  pleadings. 

An  examination  of  all  the  authorities  cited  on  the  argu- 
ment and  a  somewhat  extended  research  on  our  own  part  have 
not  enabled  us  to  find  a  single  case  in  which  a  plaintiff 
claimed  the  right  of  arrest,  and  none  before  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  was  adopted,  in  which  the  form  of  the-  action  was 
other  than  that  of  debt  for  money  had  and  received.  From 
this  it  would  seem  to  have  been  the  theory  of  the  counsel 
who  drew  the  pleadings  in  all  these  cases  that  while  the  words 
"  action  of  debt,  &c.,"  had  been  omitted  from  the  Revised 
Statutes,  they  had  been  so  omitted  rather  because  they  were 
no  longer  regarded  as  necessary  than  because  there  was  a 
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deeign  on  the  part  of  the  legiBlatore  to  alter  the  form  of  the 
action  or  the  rights  and  remedies  of  the  parties  under  it 

All  these  cases  on  the  part  of  both  counsel  and  court  seem 
to  have  proceeded  upon  the  theory  that  the  law  created  an 
implied  contract  on  the  part  of  the  person  receiving  money 
lost  at  gaming  to  return  the  money  to  the  person  who  had 
lost  it ;  or  that  as  the  money  was  received  without  considera- 
tion, the  statute  had  removed  the  bar  to  the  loser's  recovery 
theretofore  existing,  because  the  loser  was  in  pari  ddictu 
{Meech  agt.  StoneTy  19  N.  Y.^  26 ;  Causddiere  agt.  Beera^  2 
KeyeSy  198;  Morgan  agt.  Oroffy  4  Barh.y  624;  Like  agt. 
Thompson,  9  Ba/rh,,  315 ;  Fowler  agt.  Va/n  Su^danriy  1  Denio^ 
557 ;  Standard  agt.  Eyimge,  5  Bobty  90 ;  BoUe  agt  HiU- 
many  15  AVb.  Pr.y  184 ;  Moron  agt  Morriseey,  18  Abb.  Pr,y 
131;  Betts  agt  Bachej  23  Eow.  Pr.j  197;  CoUine  agt 
BoffroWy  15  Johne.y  5). 

Without  the  statute  the  loser  would  have  no  remedy  what- 
ever, and  as  the  statute  gives  him  whatever  rights  he  has,  its 
construction  ought  not  to  be  forced  or  extended  beyond  its 
natural  effect.  More  especially  is  this  the  case  when  to  so 
extend  it  would  be  in  conflict  with  the  whole  tendency  of 
our  decisions,  which  insist  upon  strict  construction  of  laws 
which  imperil  or  in  any  way  interfere  with  the  Uberty  of  the 
citizen. 

Courts  ought  not  to  feel  at  liberty  to  legislate  intostatutoij 
actions  rights  and  remedies  not  clearly  contemplated  by  the 
statute  itself.  Indeed,  the  Code  expressly  says  {sec.  548) : 
^^  A  person  shall  not  be  arrested  in  a  civil  action  or  special  pro- 
ceeding except  as  prescribed  by  statute." 

If  we  should  consider  this  question  so  far  as  it  is  influenced 
by  analogy  to  other  actions  given  by  statute,  we  think  a  most 
careful  examination  will  fail  to  find  any  case  where  a  statute 
gives  a  right  of  action,  not  otherwise  existing,  in  which  the 
extraordinary  remedy  of  arrest  is  permitted,  unless  it  is  given 
by  clear  enactment.  Wherever  it  is  the  intention  of  the 
legislature  to  give  a  right  to  an  extraordinary  remedy,  that 
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intention  is  either  clearly  expressed  in  the  statute  itseU  or  in  the 
Code  of  Ciyil  Procedure.  For  instance,  in  all  those  cases  where 
a  statute  imposes  a  penalty  to  be  sued  for  in  a  civil  action,  it 
is  expressly  provided  in  the  Oode  (sec.  649,  sub.  1)  that  an 
order  of  arrest  may  iaeue. 

Th&t  there  is  nowhere  any  express  provision  of  the  statute 
authorizing  an  order  of  arrest  in  an  action  to  recover  moneys 
lost  at  play,  is,  we  think,  almost  conclusive  of  this  contro- 
versy. That  the  forms  of  pleading  have  been  altered  by  the 
Code  does  not  afiect  the  question.  The  weight  of  authority 
is  in  favor  of  regarding  the  action  as  one  of  contract  rather 
than  of  tort.  But  if  we  regard  it,  as  we  may,  as  sounding 
neither  in  contract  nor  in  tort,  but  simply  statutory,  then,  as 
the  statute  does  not  expressly  give  the  right  of  arrest  to 
enforce  it,  we  think  it  would  be  a  forced  and  improper  con- 
truction  of  the  section  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  above 
quoted,  to  hold  that  this  case  comes  within  its  provisions. 

We  agree  with  the  learned  judge  at  special  term  that,  inas- 
much as  it  was  not  a  matter  of  favor  to  the  defendant,  but  of 
strict  right  under  the  law,  that  the  order  of  arrest  should  be 
vacated,  the  court  had  not  the  power  to  impose  as  a  condition 
that  the  defendant  should  stipulate  not  to  bring  an  action  for 
malicious  prosecution. 

The  order  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Fbbbdman  and  Arnoux,  JJ.,  concur. 
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K  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Wm.  E.  MAounr,  plaintiff  and  reepon^ent,  agt.  Solomon  D. 
EoBKNTHAL,  as  a  city  marshal,  defendant  and  appellant. 

ExecuHan — Lwy — Agreement  to  pay  keepef'efeee,  when  wHd. 

Keeper's  fees  not  being  a  service  for  which  any  fee  or  compensation  is 
fixed  or  allowed  by  law,  an  agreement  to  pay  such  fees,  if  not  illegally 
extorted,  is  a  perfectly  valid  one  in  law. 

General  Term,  Ja/nium/,  1882. 

Before  Yah  Bbuht  and  Beach,  JJ. 

Afpbai.  bj  defendant  from  judgment  of  the  third  district 
conrt  for  the  snm  of  seventy-three  dollars  and  eighteen  cents. 
Defendant,  a  city  marshal,  nnder  an  execution  against  the 
plaintiff,  levied  npon  plaintiff's  property.  Plaintiff,  to  pre- 
vent removal,  entered  into  agreement  with  defendant  to  allow 
a  keeper  to  remain  in  charge,  agreeing  to  pay  him  three  dol- 
lars per  day.  Upon  settlement  of  the  execution  plaintiff  paid 
defendant  the  keeper's  fees  under  protest,,  and  then  sued  for 
treble  the  amount  so  paid,  under  the  statute.  The  justice  of 
the  third  district  court  set  the  agreement  aside  as  void,  and 
gave  judgment  for  full  amount. 

Mordojgue  Z.  Marks^  for  plaintiff  and  respondent. 

Nathan  L.  Hahn^  for  defendant  and  appellant. 

Pbb  Cueiam.  —  The  question  in  regard  to  the  illegality  of 
the  agreement  for  keeper's  fees  seems  to  have  been  disposed 
of  in  a  previous  action ;  and  the  objection  in  respect  to  the 
keeper's  fees  not  being  provided  for  by  the  terms  of  the 
statute  has  also  been  considered,  and  in  that  action  it  was  held 
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that  because  it  was  not  a  service  for  which  any  fee  or  com- 
pensation was  fixed  or  allowed  by  law,  that  for  that  reason  it 
was  not  within  the  terms  of  the  statute  prohibiting  sheriJBfs, 
&c.,  receiving  any  fee  for  services  otherwise  than  authorized 
by  law.  It  was  also  held  that  the  statute  was  created  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  the  taking  of  unlawful  advantage  or 
oppression.  Where  it  appeared  that  the  fees  charged  for  such 
services  were  demanded  by  virtue  of  the  office,  and  resulted 
in  a  wrongful  use  of  the  office  in  exacting  an  agreement  of 
that  description,  then  it  would  be  illegal  and  then  could  be 
recovered  back. 

It  is  true  there  was  evidence  in  this  case  upon  that  point ; 
it  is  equally  true  that  it  appears  that  the  justice  did  not  consider 
that  evidence  in  any  respect,  but  dt»cided  entirely  upon  the 
illegality  of  the  agreement ;  and  he  did  not  pass  at  all  upon 
the  question  as  to  whether  the  agreement  had  been  extorted 
by  the  use  of  the  authority  of  the  marshal  or  not,  or  whether 
it  was  an  entirely  voluntary  agreement  or  an  offer  to  pay  for 
the  services.  Therrefore  it  would  not  be  just  to  the  defendant 
that  the  judgment  should  be  upheld  upon  any  such  ground  as 
that. 

As  to  the  question  of  amount,  the  case  is  argued  upon  the 
theory  that  one  of  the  exhibits  of  the  defendant  bearing  the 
date  of  the  seventh  now  bears  the  date  of  the  sixth.  That 
question  the  court  cannot  decide,  because  we  do  not  know 
whether  it  had  been  altered  before  the  return  or  not.  That 
is  a  question  which  must  be  determined  by  the  court  below, 
whether  it  has  been  altered  or  not. 

Under  all  the  circumstances  we  cannot  see  that  there  is  any 
reason  why  we  should  reduce  the  judgment.  We  think  the 
agreement,  unless  extorted,  was  valid,  and  that  the  money 
paid  for  the  services  could  be  received.  The  judgment  being 
rendered  by  the  justice  under  a  different  theory,  it  must  be 
reversed. 

Judgment  reversed. 

Vol.  LXII        64 
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K  Y.  COMMON  PLEAS. 
Samuel  Townsend  agt.  Solomon  L.  Simpson  and  others. 

PraeHee — DiBcharffe  of  a  Judgment  offoiiui  a  bankrupt — PrmdauB  appUea- 

(u>9M—  Code  of  OMl  Proeed/are,  sec.  126a 

Where,  in  a  suit  brought  in  1877,  upon  a  judgment  obtained  in  1868,  a 
motion  for  leave  to  set  up  by  supplemental  answer  an  order  granted  in 
1881,  under  section  1268  of  the  Code,  canceling  and  discharging  the 
judgment,  was  denied,  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  an  attempt  to  set 
up  defendant's  discharge  in  bankruptcj,  application  for  which  had 
twice  been  refused,  on  the  ground  of  laches,  and  that  the  denials  of  the 
former  motions  were  re$  adiudieata  : 

Held,  that  this  was  error,  the  last  application  not  being  the  same  as  that 
which  had  been  heard  and  decided  before;  and  the  order  canceling 
the  record  had  so  changed  the  position  of  the  parties  to  the  action  that 
the  leave  asked  should  have  been  granted  on  terms. 

General  Term,  Ntycember,  1881. 

Appeal  by  defendant  Simpson  from  an  order  of  the 
special  term  denying  his  motion  for  leave  to  make  and  serve 
a  supplemental  answer,  setting  np  as  a  defense  to  the  action 
an  order  previously  obtained  by  him  canceling  the  docket  of 
the  judgment  constituting  the  cause  of  action. 

The  facts  are  as  follows :  In  1868,  the  plaintiffs  assignor, 
Barker,  procured  judgment  in  this  court  against  the  defend- 
ant. In  1877  leave  was  obtained,  and  this  action  was  brought 
upon  the  judgment  and  issue  joined.  In  1878  the  defendant 
Simpson  filed  his  petition  in  bankruptcy,  making  the  plaintiff 
and  his  assignor  parties  thereto.  In  1879  said  defendant 
received  his  discharge  in  bankruptcy,  and  in  1880,  eighteen 
months  thereafter,  applied  to  the  court  for  leave  to  plead  the 
discharge  by  supplemental  answer.  Motion  was  denied  on 
the  ground  of  laches,  and  thereafter,  upon  a  renewal  of  the 
motion  upon  additional  papers,  it  was  again  denied. 

In  1881,  two  years  having  elapsed  since  the  discharge  in 
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bankraptcy,  defendant  moved,  nnder  section  1268  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  to  cancel  and  discharge  the  Barker 
judgment  obtained  in  1858.  Said  motion  was  granted. 
Immediately  thereafter  the  defendant  applied  for  leave  to 
make  and  serve  a  supplemental  answer  setting  up  the  order 
canceling  and  discharging  the  Barker  judgment.  This  motion 
was  opposed  on  the  ground  that  it  was  an  attempt  to  set  up 
the  discharge  in  bankruptcy ;  that  it  was  a  renewal  of  the  pre- 
vious applications  without  leave  first  obtained,  and  that  the 
denials  of  the  former  motions  were  Te9  adjtuiioaia. 
The  motion  was  denied,  and  defendant  appealed. 

Simpson  cfe  Werr^eTy  for  appellant. 

Wilson  M.  Poiodlj  for  respondents. 

J.  F.  Daly,  «/.  —  The  motion  for  leave  to  plead  the  cancel- 
ing of  the  judgment  is  not  the  same  ap|flication  which  had 
been  heard  and  decided  before.  The  order  of  July  28,  1881, 
canceling  the  record,  made  a  substantial  change  in  the  posi- 
tion of  the  parties  to  the  action.  The  effect  of  that  order 
was  to  remove  from  the  record  the  judgment  upon  which  this 
action  was  brought. 

The  defendant  was  entitled  upon  proper  terms  to  set  up 
the  discharge  which  this  court  had  ordered,  pursuant  to  the 
imperative  direction  of  the  Code. 

The  court  has  no  power  to  refuse  to  carry  out  the  intention 
of  the  legislature  in  that  regard.  The  order  should  have 
been  made  granting  the  leave  asked  on  payment  by  defend- 
ant of  all  the  costs  of  the  suit,  and  upon  the  stipulation  to  the 
discontinuance  of  the  action,  without  costs,  if  plaintiff  desire. 

Order  reversed,  with  ten  dollars  costs  and  disbursements  of 
appeal. 

Van  Hoesen,  J.,  concurs. 
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COUKT  OF  APPEALS. 

YntoiNiA  B.  Kathsws,  tespondent,  agt.  Edwin  Tufts, 

appellant. 

Stnriee  nf  w/mmom  or  prooem —  Uvd»r  noM  eirewmiaMei  penom  exempt 

from  eueh  ienrice^ 

Where  a  person  comes  from  another  state  to  attend  a  meeting  of  creditors 
at  the  office  of  a  register  in  bAnkruptcy,  as  a  creditor  and  witness,  to 
prove  certain  claims,  or  even  as  a  party  or  as  an  attorney  for  other  par- 
ties, he  is  privileged  from  service  of  process  or  summons  while  so 
attending. 

Decided  Jamuaryy  1882. 
Austen  G.  Fox^  for  appellants. 

A}^U  Brothers^  for  respondents. 

Bapallo,  J. — In  Yon  Lieww  agt.  Johnson^  decided  March, 
1871,  and  referred  to  in  P&rscm  agt.  Orier  (66  N.  F.,  126), 
a  majority  of  this  conrt  were  of  opinion  that  a  snmmons 
could  not  be  served  npon  a  defendant,  a  non-resident  of  the 
state,  while  attending  a  court  in  this  state  as  a  party.  This 
immunity  does  not  depend  upon  statutory  provisions,  but  is 
deemed  necessary  for  the  due  administration  of  justice.  It 
is  not  confined  to  witnesses,  but  extends  to  parties  as  well, 
and  is  abundantly  sustained  by  authority  {flole  agt.  Hawkins^ 
Andr.^  276 ;  A  C,  2  Str.^  1094;  Arding  agt.  Flower,  8  L 
H.j  584 ;  MUea  agt.  McOuUotighy  1  Bitm,,  77 ;  Hayes  agt 
Shields,  2  Teates,  222 ;  Parker  agt.  Sbtckkiss,  1  Wall,  Jr., 
269 ;  Juneam  Bank  agt.  McShedan,  5  Biss.,  64 ;  Halsey  agt. 
StewaH,  1  S(mth.  [iT.  •/.],  866 ;  Miller  agt.  Dungan,  8  Va., 
182 ;  In  re  HeaJy,  53  Vt,  694). 

This  exemption  from  service  of  civil  process  has  been 
frequently  accorded  to  creditors  attending  proceedings  in 
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bankruptcy  {£a>  parte  List,  2  Ves.  cfe  B.y  373 ;  Eao  parte 
King,  7  Yee,  Jr.,  312),  and  to  a  creditor  who  attended  before 
the  commiBsioners  to  propose  himself  as  assignee  and  watch 
the  proceedings  {SeCby  agt.  HiUe,  8  Bing.,  166).  Commis- 
sioners in  bankruptcy  are  a  court  of  justice  sufficient  for  the 
purpose  of  having  their  witnesses  protected  by  the  court  of 
chancery,  at  least,  if  not  by  themselves.  They  sit  in  the 
nature  of  a  court  in  the  administration  of  justice  {Ardmg 
agt.  Flc/wer,  8  7.  R.,  534). 

In  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  the  due  administration  of 
justice  requires  that  all  the  creditors  should  be  free  to  attend, 
without  interference  by  service  of  process  of  any  kind.  The 
moving  affidavit  showed  that  the  defendant  came  from  Boston, 
where  he  resides,  to  Kew  York,  and  attended  the  meeting  of 
creditors,  at  the  office  of  the  register  in  bankruptcy,  solely  as 
a  creditor  and  witness  to  prove  certain  debts  and  claims 
against  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt,  and  to  participate  in  the 
choice  of  an  assignee,  and  for  no  other  purpose ;  that  while 
so  attending,  and  while  the  meeting  was  being  held,  or  immo- 
diately  thereafter,  before  he  had  time  to  complete  his  business 
as  such  creditor  and  witness  at  such  meeting  and  leave  the 
office,  the  summons  was  served  upon  him.  It  appears  that 
the  defendant  did,  at  said  meeting,  present  proofs  of  claims 
amounting  to  upwards  of  $386,000  in  his  own  behalf,  and 
also  presented  proofs  of  claims  of  other  creditors,  as  their 
attorney  in  fact,  and  voted  for  the  assignee,  both  individually 
and  as  attorney  for  the  other  creditors  whom  he  represented, 
and  that  the  proofs  of  debt  had  been  prepared  and  verified  in 
Massachusetts.  The  plaintiff  claims  that  the  defendant  was 
not  attending  as  a  witness,  but  only  as  a  creditor ;  and,  also, 
on  the  hearing  of  the  motion,  read  affidavits  denying  the 
validity  of  his  claims  as  a  creditor.  These  claims  could  not 
be  tried  on  the  motion  to  set  aside  the  service,  and  conceding 
that  the  defendant  was  in  attendance  only  as  a  party,  and  as 
attorney  for  other  parties,  we  think  that  he  was  privileged 
from  service  of  process  or  summons  while  so  attending. 
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The  order  of  the  general  term  should  be  reyersed,  and  that 
of  the  special  term  afllrmedy  with  costs. 
All  concur. 


SUPEEME  COUKT. 


Hknby  G.  Fisk  and  others,  respondents,  agt.  Luoius  L.  Spbino, 

appellant. 

AUoAhmeni  —  Fi&ri£iMs  goods  to  be  mM —  Code  of  CitU  Procedure,  teeUon 
606 —  Ooodi  iohieh  do  noi  come  ioithin  the  d^mUon  of  the  word  "perMa- 
hie"  a§  ueed in  thiseeetum. 

Where  goods  consisting  of  underwear,  neckties,  shirts,  Jewelry,  gloyes, 
umbrellas,  &c.,  were  levied  upon  under  an  attachment  and  sold  at 
auction,  under  direction  of  the  court,  as  "perishable:" 

ffeld,  that  the  fact  that  goods  will  depreciate  in  value  because  of  changes 
in  their  styles  and  fashions,  is  not  of  itself  sufficient  under  section  656 
of  the  Code  of  CivU  Procedure  to  render  the  property  perishable,  it 
being  the  fashion,  not  the  article  that  is  perishable. 

Kid  gloves,  which  are  liable  to  have  their  value  destroyed  by  spots,  come 
within  the  definition  of  perishable,  but  woolen  goods,  though  liable  to 
be  moth  eaten,  do  not,  as  they  can  be  protected  from  such  liability. 

BRA.DT,  J.  (dissenting).  BM,  that  where  goods  would  suffer  in  value  by 
being  kept,  if  they  did  not  perish  absolutely,  by  reason  of  the  change 
of  fashion  or  by  injuries  from  moths,  they  are  to  be  regarded  as 
perishable. 

jpirst  Depa/rtmerUy  General  Term^  Novemberj  1881. 

Before  Davis,  P.  t/".,  Brady  and  Daniels,  JJ. 

Appeal  from  order  of  Mr.  justice  Donohub,  authorizing 
the  sale  of  property  as  perishable. 

ChaHea  E.  Sole^  for  appellant. 

B.  F.  Wat8ony  for  respondent. 

Daniels,  «/". —  As  to  a  very  Urge,  if  not  the  greater  portion 
of  the  goods,  thej  will  only  sufierby  being  retained  until  they 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  611 

* 

Fisk  agt  Spring. 

can  be  sold  under  an  execution,  if  a  judgment  Bhall  be 
recovered,  by  reason  of  the  cirumstance  that  they  will  depre- 
ciate in  value,  because  of  changes  in  their  styles  and  fashions. 
That  is  not  of  itself  sufficient  to  render  the  property  perisha 
ble,  as  that  term  has  been  employed  in  section  656  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  To  render  property  perishable  it 
is  essential  that  it  shall  appear  to  be  inherently  liable  to 
deterioration  and  decay.  Many  articles  are  of  that  description, 
and  become  useless  and  valueless  by  the  mere  effects  of  time. 
They  cannot  be  preserved,  and  for  that  reason  must  be  used 
and  disposed  of  ^thin  aTearly  period  of  time  to  be  available 
for  use  at  all.  If  mere  changes  in  fashions  and  styles  would 
justify  an  order  for  a  sale  under  this  provision  of  the  Code, 
then  in  all  cases  of  the  attachment  of  goods  and  merchandise, 
sales  could  be  ordered  whenever  a  seizure  might  be  made  of 
them.  That  would  render  process  of  this  nature  extremely 
oppressive  and  in  many  cases  utterly  destructive  of  the  rights 
and  interests  of  the  defendant,  and  this  provision  of  the  Code 
could  not  have  been  intended  to  permit  it.  As  to  the  kid 
glc^ves,  the  order  seems  to  have  been  proper,  and  perhaps  it 
might  have  been  made  so  as  to  the  woolen  goods  to  be  moth 
eaten,  but  as  they  can  be  probably  protected  against  that  lia- 
bility by  occasional  attention,  that  should  be  given  to  them, 
and  in  that  way  rendering  an  immediate  sale  entirely  needless. 
All  the  goods  can  be  preserved  as  they  are  by  reasonable 
attention  and  care,  and  that  the  sheriff  is  bound  to  bestow 
upon  them,  until  the  right  to  make  a  sale  of  them  shall  be 
secured  by  a  judgment  against  the  debtor,  and  an  execution  be 
issued  for  that  purpose.  The  order  should  be  modified  so  as 
to  allow  a  sale  of  the  kid  gloves,  as  they  are  shown  to  be 
inherently  liable  to  decay  and  deterioration,  and  as  so  modified 
affirmed,  without  costs. 

Davis,  P.  e/". — I  agree  with  the  views  of  my  brother 
Daniels  in  this  case.  The  fickleness  of  fashion  does  not, 
of  itself  render  articles  "  perishable  "  within  the  meaning  of 
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the  Code.  When  the  only  damage  or  deterioration  in  value 
arises  from  a  probable  change  of  fashion,  it  is  the  fashion  that 
is  perishable  not  the  article ;  the  latter  retains  all  its  intrinsic 
value  unchanged  in  form  and  substance,  ready  for  the  recur- 
ring wave  of  fashion  which  may  restore  or  even  enhance  it^ 
market  value.  Under  the  rule  laid  down  by  the  court  below 
and  adopted  by  my  brother  Brady,  there  is  no  article  of  mer- 
chandise that  is  not  "  perishable  "  by  the  whim  or  caprice  of 
the  hour,  or  non-perishable  as  they  may  rise  or  fall.  The 
property  of  defendants  when  attached  would  be  subject  to 
ruinous  sacrifices  for  which  no  remedy  is  provided,  if  that 
construction  shall  prevail,  I  think  the  order  should  be  modi- 
fied as  suggested  in  the  opinion  of  Dakibls,  J. 

Beady,  J.  —  It  appears  that  an  attachment  was  issued  in 
this  case,  by  virtue  of  which  certain  property  in  .possession  of 
the  defendant  was  levied  upon.  It  would  seem  from  the  evi- 
dence that  he  kept  a  stock  known  as  gentlemen's  furnishing 
goods,  consisting  of  underwear,  neckties,  shirts,  jewelry, 
gloves,  umbrellas,  &c.  The  plaintiffs,  regarding  this  property 
as  perishable,  made  application  for  leave  to  sell  it  as  such, 
under  section  656  of  the  Code,  which  provides  that  "  if  prop- 
erty attached,  other  than  a  vessel,  is  perishable,  the  court  may, 
by  order  made  with  or  without  notice,  as  the  urgency  of  the 
case  in  its  or  his  opinion  requires,  direct  the  sheriff  to  sell  it 
at  a  public  auction;  and  thereupon  the  sheriff  must  sell  it 
accordingly."  The  application  was  granted,  and  the  defend- 
ant appeals  upon  the  ground  that  the  property  was  not 
perishable  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  The  woi-d 
"perishable"  in  the  Code  is  to  be  interpreted  according  to 
its  ordinary  signification  ;  in  other  words,  it  is  to  have  the 
effect  embraced  within  its  definition  by  the  lexicographer. 
Webster  defines  it  as  follows :  "  Liable  to  perish  ;  subject  to 
decay  or  destruction."  And  "decay"  is  defined  to  be  "a 
gradual  failure  of  health,  strength,  soundness,  prosperity ;  and 
species  of  excellence  or  perfection  declined  to  a  worse  or  less 
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perfect  state."  The  question  presented  to  the  court  below 
was  whether,  on  the  evidence,  with  this  definition  of  the 
word  "  perishable "  in  view,  the  property  levied  upon  could 
be  sold  under  the  provisions  of  the  Code  mentioned.  The 
evidence  shows  that  the  attachment  was  issued  on  the  19th 
of  January,  1881,  and  that  a  portion  of  the  goods  levied  upon 
could  only  be  used  in  summer ;  that  the  dealers  therein  buy 
them  in  February  and  March ;  that  after  the  first  of  February 
very  few  winter  goods  were  sold  until  the  following  fall.  It 
appears  that  another  portion  of  the  goods  were  made  of  wool, 
and  if  they  were  boxed  up  and  put  in  a  warehouse  for  a  year, 
there  would  be  great  danger  of  their  being  eaten  by  moths ; 
that  though  it  might  be  prudent,  if  they  were  kept,  to  have 
the  goods  opened  and  shaken  every  few  weeks,  the  operation 
would  entail  considerable  expense.  It  appears,  also,  that 
another  portion  was  silk  and  lisle  thread  goods  intended  for 
summer  wear,  and  that,  if  sold  to  dealers,  it  was  necessary 
that  the  sale  should  be  made  in  February  or  March.  It  also 
appeared  that  another  portion  was  kid  gloves,  which,  if  stored, 
would  be  likely  to  become  mildewed  and  spotted,  and  to  lose 
value  by  reason  of  the  change  in  fashion.  It  also  appeared 
that  another  portion  was  neckties  and  scarfs,  and  that  they 
are  goods  which  depend  for  their  value  almost  entirely  upon 
fashion,  which  changes  with  every  season,  creating,  therefore, 
the  necessity  that  they  should  be  sold  at  once  and  before  the 
fashion  changed.  Upon  these  various  points  the  evidence, 
though  in  conflict,  preponderates  in  favor  of  the  proposition 
that  the  goods  would  suffer  in  value  by  being  kept,  if  they 
did  not  perish  absolutely,  by  reason  of  the  change  of  fashion 
or  by  injuries  from  inoths,  or,  in  the  case  of  the  kid  gloves, 
by  spots  which  would  destroy  their  value  almost  entirely. 
The  learned  justice  who  heard  the  motion,  having  been  justi- 
fied in  arriving  at  the  conclusion  that  the  detention  of  the 
goods  by  the  sheriff  would  result  in  their  depreciation  in 
value,  made  the  proper  order  in  reference  to  their  disposition. 
It  may  be  said  that  they  were  perishable,  because  they  were 
Vol.  LXII        65 
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liable  to  decay  or  deetrnction ;  and  if  liable  to  decay,  they 
were  liable  to  decline  to  a  worse  or  less  perfect  state  than 
when  the  application  was  made  to  sell  them.  The  word 
^^  perishable,"  nsed  in  relation  to  a  stock  of  goods  snch  as 
described,  should  be  held  applicable  particularly  for  the  reason 
that  the  value  of  the  goods  may  be  affected  by  the  changes  of 
fashion,  which,  according  to  the  evidence  of  the  experts  in 
the  case,  is  liable  to  occur.  If  there  were  no  other  reason, 
this  would  seem  to  be  sufficient  to  justify  a  sale,  not  only  for 
the  protection  of  the  plainti£k,  but  for  the  security  of  the 
defendant.  There  can  be  no  doubt  about  the  proposition  as 
to  the  changing  fashions  on  the  evidence  in  this  case.  It  may, 
indeed,  be  said  to  be  a  subject  of  which  the  court  would  take 
notice,  that  the  changes  of  fashion  in  articles  of  wearing 
apparel  considerably  affect  their  value.  If,  superadded  to  that, 
there  be  any  danger  of  decay  by  spotting,  or  by  the  ravages 
of  insects  upon  the  article,  it  would  seem  to  be  the  duty  of 
the  court,  for  the  protection  of  all  parties,  to  order  the  sale  to 
be  made  at  a  time  which  would  seem  to  be  most  advantageous 
to  obtain  the  best  prices.  The  result  of  this  investigation, 
therefore,  although  no  case  can  be  found  decisive  of  the  pre- 
cise point  involved,  and  none  was  cited,  is  that  the  articles 
levied  upon,  within  the  purview  of  section  656  of  the  Code, 
were  perishable,  not  so  much  from  the  inherent  causes  of 
decay  as  from  the  external  circumstances  and  contingencies 
affecting  their  value  as  articles  of  merchandise.  For  theeo 
reasons,  I  think  the  order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed, 
with  ten  dollars  jooeta  and  the  disbursements  of  the  appeal. 
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SUPREME  COUET. 

James  Babrb,  respondent,  agt.  Geobgb  E.  Abmstbono  et  oZ., 

appellant. 

AtUuihm&iA — DcmageB  recowraHU  upon  wtcating — Undertaking^  Code  of 

Oka  Proeedwrt,  meUom  640,  68a 

Where  an  attachment  against  property  is  vacated,  the  taxable  costs  and 
all  reasonable  counsel  fees,  on  a  motion  necessary  to  get  rid  of  the 
attachment,  may  be  recovered  upon  the  undertaking  filed  upon  obtain- 
ing the  attachment 

If  the  attaching  creditor  pays  such  taxable  costs  the  amount  so  paid 
reduces,  pro  tanio,  the  liability  assumed  by  the  undertaking,  and  must 
be  allowed  in  the  action  brought  thereon. 

Where  the  motion  at  special  term  to  vacate  the  attachment  was  granted, 
should  the  sureties  in  such  an  undertaking  be  held  liable  for  the  costs 
and  expenses  made  by  their  principal,  by  appeal,  to  reinstate  his  attach* 
ment,  guaaref 

First  Depa/rtmerUj  General  Term^  December^  1881, 

Before  Davis,  P.  «/*.,  Bbadt  a/nd  Daniels,  JJ. 

M,  H,  Regenfikerger^  for  appellants. 

Bl/umeneteil  dh  Hi/rschi  for  respondents. 

Davis,  P.  J.  — On  the  80th  of  December,  1878,  H.  B. 
Claflin  and  others  applied,  nnder  the  provisions  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure,  for  an  attachment  against  the  property  of 
Jnlins  Baere  and  Lonis  Baere,  the  above  named  respondents, 
and  the  above  named  appellants,  as  snreties,  nnder  the  provi- 
sions of  section  640  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  executed 
an  undertaking  whereby  they  jointly  and  severally  undei'took, 
in  the  sum  of  $250,  that  if  the  defendants  in  that  action 
recovered  judgment,  or  if  the  warrant  of  attachment  was 
vacated,  the  plaintiffs  therein  would  pay  all  costs  which  might 
be  awarded  t^  the  defendants,  and  all  damages  which  they 
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might  sustain  by  reason  of  the  attachment,  not  exceeding  the 
sum  mentioned.  The  attachment  was  issued  and  served,  and 
in  Januaiy  following  it  was  discharged  upon  the  execution  of 
the  bond  required  by  section  688  of  the  Code. 

Afterwards  and  in  April  foUowing,  npon  motion  made  by 
*  the  defendants  at  special  term,  the  attachment  was  set  aside, 
vacated  and  discharged,  with  ten  dollars  costs.  From  the 
order  so  vacating  the  attachment  Claflin  and  others,  the  plain- 
tiffs therein,  appealed  to  the  general  term  of  the  supreme 
court,  where  the  order  was  affirmed,  with  costs.  They  then 
appealed  to  the  court  of  appeals  from  the  order  of  the  general 
term,  which  order  was  there  affirmed,  with  costs.  An  action 
was  then  brought  upon  the  undertaking  against  the  present 
appellants,  by  the  respondents,  to  recover  as  damages  alleged 
to  have  been  sustained  by  reason  of  the  attachment,  the 
expenses  for  counsel  fees  upon  the  motion  at  special  term  to 
vacate  the  attachment,  and  for  attorney  and  counselor's  fees 
upon  the  appeals  to  the  general  term  and  the  court  of  appeals. 
On  the  trial  proof  was  given,  under  the  objection  and  excep- 
tion, of  the  expenses  of  counsel  fees  paid  by  the  respondents 
for  the  argument  of  the  motions  at  special  term  and  on  the 
several  appeals,  to  a  sum  exceeding  $250,  the  amount  named 
in  the  undertaking,  and  a  verdict  was  rendered  in  their  favor 
for  that  amount.  The  appellants,  in  the  course  of  the  trial, 
offered,  in  substance,  to  prove  that  Claflin  &  Co.  had  paid  the 
costs  of  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals,  amounting,  in  the 
whole,  to  about  $110.  Evidence  to  show  these  payments  was 
rejected  by  the  court  and  an  exception  duly  taken. 

There  seems  to  be  no  doubt,  under  the  authorities,  that  the 
reasonable  expenses  for  counsel  fees,  on  a  motion  necessary  to 
get  rid  of  the  attachment,  *  may  be  recovered  upon  such  an 
undertaking  {Northmpp  agt.  Oarbeit^  17  Hun^  497.;  Ball 
agt  Oardner^  21  Wehd.^  270 ;  Bennett  agt.  Brown^  20  N,  F., 
99).  These  cases  establish  that  where  the  defendant  in  an 
attachment  suit  is  obliged  to  bring  an  appeal,  or  several 
appeals,  to  the  higher  courts,  to  get  the  attachment  vacated, 
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the  expenses  attending  snch  appeal  are  covered  by  the  language 
of  the  undertaking.  But  in  this  case  the  motion  at  special 
term  to  vacate  the  attachment  was  not  denied.  It  was  granted, 
and  the  attachment  wholly  ceased  to  exist  upon  entering  the 
order  vacating  the  same.  It  was  Claflin  &  Co.  who  brought 
the  appeals  to  the  general  term  and  the  court  of  appeals,  and 
the  expenses  recovered  in  this  suit  were  not  incurred  in  an 
effort  to  get  rid  of  the  attachment,  but  in  resisting  an  attempt 
on  the  part  of  Claflin  &  Co.  to  have  the  order  which  vacated 
it  reversed.  No  case  has  been  called  to  our  attention  where 
the  sureties  in  such  an  undertaking  have  been  held  liable  for 
the  costs  and  expenses  made  by  their  principal,  by  appeal,  to 
reinstate  his  attachment.  Whether  the  liability  of  the  sureties 
goes  to  such  an  extent,  need  not  now  be  determined.  For  we 
are  of  opinion  that  it  was  error  to  exclude  the  offer  to  show 
that  Claflin  &  Co.  had  paid  the  costs  awarded  upon  the  motion 
and  the  several  appeals. 

The  undertaking  of  the  sureties  was  that  their  principal 
would  pay  all  costs  which  might  be  awarded  to  the  defend- 
ants, and  all  damages  which  they  might  sustain  by  reason  of 
the  attachment  not  exceeding  the  sum  of  $250.  If  the  evi- 
dence had  been  received  it  would  have  shown  that  Claflin  & 
Co.  had  paid  a  portion  of  the  liability  which  the  sureties  had 
undertaken  they  would  pay.  Undoubtedly  if  the  respondents 
in  this  action  are  right  in  their  position  that  the  undertaking 
followed  the  appeals  to  the  several  courts,  the  costs  awarded 
by  those  courts  were  a  part  of  the  liability  which  the  sureties 
in  the  undertaking  agreed  that  their  principal  should  pay. 
Their  undertaking  was  that  their  principal  will  pay  such  costs 
and  damages  to  the  amount  of  $250 ;  and  when  their  princi- 
pals do  make  payment  to  the  amount  thereof  their  liability 
on  that  undertaking  is  at  once  discharged.  The  respondonts 
could  not  proceed  to  collect  of  Claflin  &  Co.  a  portion  of  their 
costs  or  damages  and  then  proceed  upon  the  undertaking 
against  the  appellants  for  the  whole  amount  therein  specified. 
Such  a  construction  would  impose  upon  the  sureties  a  greater 
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Habilitj  than  they  have  nndertaken ;  and  while  the  rule  is  that 
thej  should  be  held  like  other  contracting  parties  strictly  to 
the  liabilities  incorred,  the  doctrine  that  their  agreement  is 
to  bo  constmed  strietiBdmi  jv/ris  forbids  any  extension  of  lia- 
bility by  constrnction.  The  question  has  been  distinctly 
passed  upon  by  McAdam,  J.,  in  a  case  in  the  marine  court,  in 
which  he  held,  we  think,  correctly  to  the  effect  that  any  sum 
paid  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  attachment  suit  for  costs  and  dam- 
ages awarded  against  him  operated  to  reduce  the  liability 
specified  in  the  undertaking  given  by  the  sureties.  We  think 
that  decision  correct,  for  the  liability  of  the  sureties  is  not  to 
pay  any  balance  for  which  his  principal  may  be  responsible 
and  which  cannot  be  collected  of  him,  but  that  his  principal 
will  pay  all  such  liability  not  exceeding  a  specified  sum.  In 
this  case,  unfortunately,  the  judge  who  granted  the  attachment 
only  required  that  sum  to  be  $250,  although  the  attach- 
ment was  for  an  indebtedness  of  $6,000.  The  sum  was 
altogether  too  small,  but,  nevertheless,  it  fixed  the  liability  of 
the  sureties  and  cannot  be  extended  at  this  stage  of  the  case. 
For  the  error  in  excluding  this  evidence  there  must  be  a  new 
trial. 

The  judgment  must  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered, 
with  costs  to  abide  event. 

Bbadt  and  Daniels,  JJ.,  concurred. 
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Attention  is  called  to  tike  three  additional  headings  **  Oovm  of  Pbookdubb/*  '*  Codb 
OF  Cirn.  PBOdDuu"  and  ''Codb  of  CBomiAi.  Pboobdusi,"  under  which  (for  the 
eonrenlence  of  the  reader)  will  he  found  oollsted  decisions  hearing  upon  the  yarloos 
provisions  of  the  Oodes.  


ACCOUNTING. 

/SwTrubtb. 

MagauT(m94fi,  Tiffany,  ante,  251. 


ACTION. 

1.  Where  the  alleffations  of  the  com- 
plaint showed  that  plaintiffs  have 
a  lien  by  attachment  on  a  cer- 
tain stock  of  goods  of  defendant, 
Sunuel  Plon^y,  which  lien  was 
acquired  December  24,  1881,  and 
still  is  in  force.  That  on  Decem- 
ber 18, 1881 ,  Samuel  Plonsky  made 
a  general  assignment  to  Eli  M. 
Cohen,  who  cuiims  the  said  at- 
tached property  and  has  notified 
the  shenfl  of  such  claim  ;  that  in 
said  assignment  the  defendants 
Anna,  Ezekiel  and  Moses  Plonsky 
are  preferred  creditors;  that  the 
assignment  is  fraudulent  and  void, 
and  part  of  a  fraudulent  con- 
spiracy between  the  defendants, 
and  that  the  preferred  claims  are 
wholly  or  in  part  fictitious  ;  that 
on  December  23,  1881,  notwith- 
standing those  preferences,  the 
defendant.  Samuel  Plonsky,  con- 
fessed Judgments  to  each  of  the 
defendants  Anna,  £zekiel  and 
Moses  Plonsky  upon  the  same 
debts  for  which  they  are  preferred 
in  the  assignment  Executions 
were  on  that  day  issued  to  the 
sheriff,  who  took  possession  of 


the  same  property  attached  by  the 
sheriff  upon  the  warrants  of  plain- 
tiffs. That  these  executions  are 
prior  liens  to  those  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  sheriff  recognizes  them 
as  such.  It  is  charged,  and  the 
proofs  show,  that  these  judgments 
and  executions  form  and  are  a 
part  of  the  conspiracy  to  defraud 
the  creditors  of  Samuel  Plonsky. 
The  prayer  of  the  complaint  is 
substantially  that  the  obstructions 
created  by  the  fraudulent  execu- 
tion and  assignment  be  removed. 
The  action  is  brought  by  plaintiffs 
against  Samuel  Plonsky,  Eli  M. 
Cohen,  Anna  Plonsky,  Ezekiel 
Plonsky  and  Moses  Plonsky,  and 
a  motion  is  made  for  an  inlunc- 
tion  to  restrain  the  defenaants 
from  receiving  and  the  sheriff 
from  paying  these  amounts  of  the 
executions: 

Edd,  ftnt,  that  the  right  of  action 
can  be  sustained  upon  the  princi- 
ple that  the  attaching  creditors 
have  a  specific  lien  which  entitles 
them  to  remove  fraudulent  ob- 
structions to  the  due  execution  of 
the  process. 

Second.  That  the  complaint  is 
not  multifarious  for  the  reason 
that  a  conspiracy  between  all  the 
defendants  is  charged,  and  the 
various  devices  which  have  been 
resorted  to  are  but  the  details  of 
a  single  scheme  and  a  conmion 
purpose. 

T MrtL'ThaX  9k  pritna  facie  case 
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for  an  injunction  both  upon  the 
]aw  and  the  facts  has  been  made 
out.  {Bates  et  tU,  agt.  PUmtky  et 
al,  ante,  429.) 

2.  The  fact  that  there  are  allega- 
tions of  fraudulent  representations 
in  a  pleading  does  not  necessarily 
fix  the  character  of  the  action  as 
one  ex  delicto,  {Sparman  agt. 
Kem,  83  N.  T,,  246.) 

8.  Where  in  the  pleadings  and  upon 
the  trial  the  plaintiff  avers  a  cause 
of  action  ex  deUeto,  he  cannot  in  an 
appellate  court  abfmdon  that  claim 
and  have  a  reversal  of  iudgment, 
because  if  he  had  asked  for  a  judg- 
ment ex  eontractu  it  might  properly 
have  been  rendered.  {Lockwood 
agt.  Q;aa(^Gtnbuth,  88  K  F.,  607.) 


ADMISSIONS  AND  DECLARA- 
TIONS. 

1.  The  declarations  of  a  testator  can- 
not be  resorted  to  to  contradict  or 
explain  the  intentions  expressed  in 
his  will.  ( WUUame  agt.  Freeman, 
88 -y.  r.,661.) 


AFPIDAVrr. 

See  Attachment. 

Rupert  agt.  Eioa^j,  ante,  801 

t 

AGENTS. 

1.  When  an  agent,  under  a  contract 
regulating  his  services  and  com- 
pensation as  a  canvasser  of  books 
m  process  of  publication,  writes 
to  his  principal  as  follows:  *'I 
have  determined  to  sell  out  and 
eive  up  this  business;  if  you  want 
It,  come  or  send  on,  and  I  will 
give  you  the  figures  which  I  will 
take;  this  is  final:" 

Beld,  that  the  principal  was  jus- 
tified, after  making  a  fair  and 
reasonable  proposition  to  settle, 
which  was  not  accepted,  and  the 
good  faith  of  the  agent  was  reasouT 


ablv  suspected,  under  the  facts 
and  circumstances  of  the  case,  as 
stated  in  the  opinion,  in  treating 
the  defendant's  action  as  an  aban- 
donment of  the  agency,  and  in  at 
once  appointing  another  person 
in  his  place,  and  that  a  sale  of 
the  list  of  subscribers,  or  an  at- 
tempt to  release  them,  made  bv 
Key  thereafter,  was  invalid.  (Stod- 
dard agt  Key,  ante,  187.) 


ALBANY  MEDICAL  COLLEGE 

1.  "The  Albany  Medical  College" 
was  created  a  corporation  by  and 
organized  under  chapter  26  of  the 
Laws  of  1839.  The  board  of  trus- 
tees is  composed  of  twenty-five 
persons,  and  by  section  4  of  the 
act  such  trustees  are  authorized 
''to  appoint  the  professors  and 
such  other  instructors  as  they  may 
deem  necessary,  subject  to  a  re- 
moval by  a  vote  of  two-thirds  of 
the  members  constituting  said 
board,  when  found  expedient  and 
necessary."  The  relator  was,  on 
February  8,  1876,  duly  appointed 
a  professor,  which  position  he 
accepted  and  continued  to  dis- 
charge its  duties  until  January, 
1880.  On  January  2, 1 880,  a  meet- 
ing of  the  trustees  was  held  at 
which  the  professorship  which  the 
relator  held  was  abolished  by  a 
vote  of  fifteen  to  four,  nineteen 
members  only  being  present  The 
only  notice  of  the  meeting  was 
by  postal  card  addressed  to  each 
01  the  trustees.  By  the  statutes 
of  this  state  {vol.  1  of  Edm.  ed,, 
page  406;  tol.  2  of  ^th  ed.,  page 
12)  it  is  provided  :  **Tlie  trus- 
tees of  every  college  to  which  a 
charter  shall  be  granted  by  the 
state  shall  be  a  corporation." 
Provision  is  then  made  for  the 
meetines  of  trustees,  and  it  is 
enacted:  "Notice  of  the  time 
and  place  of  every  such  meeting 
shall  be  given  in  a  newspaper 
printed  in  the  county  where  such 
eoUege  is  situate,  at  least  six  days 
before  the  meeting ;  and  every 
trustee  reaident  in  such  county 
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shall  be  previously  notified,  in 
writing,  oi  the  time  and  place  of 
such  meeting."  On  mandamus  to 
compel  the  college  to  reinstate  the 
relator  : 

Held,  first.  That  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  above  quoted  do 
not  refer  exclusively  to  "literary 
colleges,"  but  are  applicable  to 
every  college,  and  consequently 
the  meeting  of  the  trustees,  at 
which  the  relator's  professorship 
in  the  medical  coUege  was  abol- 
ished, was  illegal,  because  notice 
of  such  meeting  was  not  published 
as  required  by  statute. 

Second.  That  though  the  act 
attempted  to  be  done  is  called  the 
abolition  of  the  professorial  chair, 
its  effect  being  to  remove  the  re- 
lator from  office,  the  provision  of 
the  charter  requiring  a  two-third 
vote  was  applicable. 

Third.  That  the  acceptance  of 
the  relator's  services  for  lour  years 
as  a  professor  cured  the  irregu- 
larity of  the  original  appointment, 
if  any  there  was. 

Fourth.  That  mandamus  is  the 
proper  remedy.  {The  People  ex. 
rel.  Swinburne  agt.  Albany  Medt- 
eal  College,  ante,  220.) 


ALLOWANCE. 

1.  Where  an  attorney  was  employed 
by  an  individual  to  bring  a  suit 
or  conduct  proceedings  against 
an  insolvent  msurance  company, 
whose  assets  had  been  pla^d  m 
the  hands  of  a  receiver,  such  pro- 
ceedings having  for  their  purpose 
and  enect  the  protection  of  the 
general  fund  and  assets  of  the 
company,  and  their  concentration 
in  such  shape  and  under  such  con- 
trol as  should  be  for  the  benefit 
of  all  policyholders  and  others 
concerned  in  the  same  : 

Hiid,  that  the  court  has  power 
to  order  the  services  paid  for  out 
of  the  funds  in  the  hands  of  the 
receiver.  {Attorney-Qemral  agt. 
ConiineTUal  Life  Ins.  Co ,  ante,  130.) 

S.  The  protection  of  trusts  requires 
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representative  proceedings,  and 
when  necessary  and  proper  should 
be  encouraged,  and  the  court  as 
the  administrator  of  the  trust  has 
the  power  to  compensate  those 
who  aid  it  in  the  discharge  of 
their  duty.    (Id.) 

8.  In  cases  concededly  difficult  and 
extraordinary,  section  8253  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  will  au- 
thorize an  extra  allowance  to  the 
plaintiff  not  only  upon  the  sum 
recovered  in  the  action,  but  upon 
the  basis  of  the  defendant's  coun- 
ter-claim determined  against  him. 
( Woonsoekett  Rubber  Company  agt 
Rubber  Clothing  Company,  ante, 
180.) 

AMENDMENT. 

1.  A  defendant  who  has  demurred, 
but  has  not  allowed  his  time  to 
amend  of  course  to  pass,  has  a 
right  to  withdraw  his  demurrer 
and  serve  an  answer  instead,  with- 
out leave  of  the  court.  {Tfie  Peo- 
ple agt.  Whttwell,  ante,  888.) 

2.  In  such  case  the  answer  must 
be  regarded  as  an  amendment  of 
the  demurrer.    (Id. ) 

3.  The  plaintiff,  who  had  been 
appointed  a  receiver  in  supple- 
mentary proceedings  instituted 
against  a  m-m,  brougnt  this  action 
against  the  defendant  to  set  aside 
as  fraudulent  a  general  assign- 
ment made  by  the  said  firm  to 
him,  and  recovered  a  judgment 
therein  setting  aside  the  assign- 
ment, adjudging  that  the  defend- 
ant had  received  $2,500,  and  re- 
quiring him  to  pay,  out  of  the 
assets  so  received,  to  the  plaintiff 
the  sum  of  $2,196. 17,  with  interest 
and  costs.  Thereafter  the  defend- 
ant presented  to  the  judge  before 
whom  the  action  was  tried  an  affi- 
davit showing  that  he  had  received 
but  $2,681. 8i;  that  before  the 
commencement  of  this  'iction  he 
had  paid  out  $430.77,  and  that  in 
an  action  of  replevin  brought 
against  him  by  one   Rockwell, 
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which  was  tried  and  decided  at 
the  same  time  and  by  the  same 
Judge  who  tried  and  decided  this 
action,  a  Judgment  for  $884.06 
had  been  recovered  against  him, 
and  moved  thereon,  and  obtained 
an  order  to  the  effect  that  he, 
the  defendant,  be  charged  with 
$2,681.37  and  interest,  to  wit, 
$2,786.87,  and  credited  with  the 
amounts  set  forth  in  the  affidavit, 
to  wit,  $766.27,  and  ordering  that 
the  roll  be  taken  from  the  flies 
and  the  decision  and  judgment  be 
amended  so  as  to  declare  that  the 
assets  in  the  defendant's  hands, 
applicable  to  the  payment  of  the 
plaintiff's  demand,  were  $2,020. 10: 
HM,  that  the  order  was  im- 
properly made  and  should  be  re- 
versed ;  that  the  plaintiff's  rem- 
edy, if  any,  was  by  an  appeal  or 
by  a  motion  for  a  new  trial. 
(BoekweU  agt  Carpenter,  25  Hun, 
629.) 

4.  This  action  was  brought  against 
the  defendant  Remington's  Agri- 
cultural Works,  a  corporation  dul^ 
formed  under  the  laws  of  this 
8tate,  to  recover  for  the  breach 
of  a  contract  alleged  to  have  been 
made  by  it  The  summons  and 
complaint  were  served  by  deliv- 
ering the  same  to  Philo  Reming- 
ton, as  one  of  the  defendant  s 
officers.  In  fact  the  contract  was 
not  made  bv  the  defendant,  but 
was  made,  ii  at  all,  by  a  partner- 
ship consisting  of  Pmlo  Reming- 
ton, Siunuel  Remington  and 
Eliphalet  Remington,  which  had 
bought  out  the  business  of  the 
defendant  and  was  carryinff  on 
business  under  the  name  of  the 
Remin^on  Agricultural  Compa- 
ny. Upon  learning  these  facts 
the  plaintiff,  after  issue  had  been 
joined,  applied  for  leave  to  amend 
the  summons  and  complaint  by 
strilung  out  the  defendant's  name 
and  substituting  therefor  the 
names  of  the  three  partners: 

Held,  that  under  section  728  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  the 
court  had  power  in  its  discretion 
to  grant  the  amendment    (i\r.  T. 


MUk  Pm   Co,    zgL   BenUngton'9 
Work;  25  Hun,  476.) 

6.  In  an  action  upon  a  contract  the 
general  term  has  power,  on  ap- 
peal from  a  Judgment  for  plaintiff, 
to  amejid  the  complaint  so  as  to 
make  it  conform  to  the  terms  of 
the  contract  as  proved  upon  the 
trial  (Code  of  CMl  Procedure, 
728).  (Harria  agt  TimMdge, 
N.  r.,  92.) 


ANSWER 

1.  An  answer  in  a  partition  suit 
which  alleges  that  the  defendant, 
one  of  the  tenants  in  common, 
owns  the  lot  adjoining  one  of  the 
lots  sought  to  be  partitioned;  that 
their  father,  from  whom  estate 
comes  in  his  lifetime,  caused  to  be 
erected  a  two  story  and  basement 
building  with  stone  foundation, 
partly  on  defendant's  own  lot  and 
one  of  the  lots  involved  in  such 
suit,  without  authority  so  far  as 
defendants'  lot  was  concerned,  and 
asking  to  be  awarded  full  posses- 
sion of  his  lot  and  for  $600  dam- 
ages is  a  nullity,  and  the  usual 
order  of  reference  as  upon  default 
is  proper,  (^olan  agt.  akelly,  ante, 
102.) 

2.  An  order  of  the  county  court 
granting  a  motion  to  amend  an 
answer  under  section  728  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  affects 
"a substantial  right,"  and  is  ap- 
pealable {See  Bowen  agt.  mdner, 
12Tr.  i>^.,626).  (New 8^  Aland, 
ante,  186.) 

8.  Upon  such  an  appeal  the  merits 
will  be  considered.    (Id.) 

4.  Where  an  order  permitted  a  de- 
fendant to  serve  "an  amended 
answer,  setting  up  such  defenses 
as  he  shall  be  advised,"  &c. : 

Held,  erroneous;  that  the  de- 
fendant must  be  confined  to  his 
proposed  amended  answer.    (Id.) 

6.  Where  plaintiff,  as  a  eeetui  que 
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tniH  under  a  will,  brings  suit 
against  the  two  trustees  appointed 
thereunder  for  an  accounting  and 
for  the  removid  of  one  of  Uiem, 
alleging  that  defendants  were  di- 
rected by  the  will  to  invest  $40,000 
and  pay  her  the  income  for  life, 
and  that  they  paid  her  for  several 
vears  various  sums,  represented  to 
be  such  income,  but  that  they  had, 
since  April,  1879,  refused  to  make 
Buch  payment: 

BM,  that  as  defendant's  denial 
in  his  answer,  that  he  ever  received 
the  $40,000  referred  to,  from  the 
estate,  raises  an  issue  as  to  plain- 
tiff's right  to  demand  an  account- 
ing, and  his  removal  as  trustee, 
the  detailed  statements  of  facts  bv 
which  such  conclusion  is  reached, 
though  set  up  as  separate  defenses, 
are  not  good  grounds  of  demurrer. 
If  foimd  expletive  or  redundant, 
they  should  be  expunged  by  mo- 
tion. And  as  plaintm,  by  her 
demurrer  to  such  statements  of 
fact,  admits  that  she  and  her 
mother  received  $10,000  under  a 
mistaken  interpretation  of  said 
will,  for  her  fair  share  or  propor- 
tion of  which  she  is  liable  to  the 
defendant,  and  that  for  the  pur- 
pose of  securing  pajnoient  of  such 
liability,  she  and  her  mother  as- 
signed to  defendant  their  share  in 
the  estate,  by  virtue  of  which  de- 
fendant counter-claims  the  moneys 
advanced  by  him,  such  counter- 
claim being  allowable  under  sec- 
tion 601  of  the  Code,  and  the  trust 
fund  in  dispute  being  personal 
propertv,  the  provisions  of  the 
Kevisea  Statutes  in  relation  to  uses 
and  trusts  do  not  apply;  and  such 
fund  being  therefore  answerable 
under  certain  conditions  of  fact, 
to  the  claims  of  a  creditor,  though 
the  counter-claim,  as  pleaded,  mav 
not,  if  proved,  entitle  the  defend- 
ant to  a  judgment  on  the  trial,  yet 
the  demurrer  should  be  overruled, 
as  such  counter-claim  may  tend 
to  diminish  or  defeat  the  plain- 
tiff's recovery.  (P&ny  agt.  Foster, 
ante,  228.) 

6.  In  an  action  by  attorney  for  pro- 


fessional services,  the  answer  set 
up  settlement  and  payment,  also 
waiver  of  lien  of  the  attorney  for 
costs.  On  a  motion  to  strike  out 
on  the  ground  of  immateriality  and 
redun&ncy  and  for  judgment: 

Held,  that  these  matters  are 
neither  immaterial  or  redundant 
{Lanting  agt.  Enmgn,  ante,  868.) 

7.  Matters  accruing  after  suit  com- 
menced and  before  answer  is  put 
in,  may  be  set  up  in  the  answer. 
{Id,) 

8.  The  attorney,  under  section  66  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  has 
an  absolute  lien  for  his  compensa- 
tion.   (Id,) 

APPEAL. 

1.  The  plaintiffs,  having  obtained 
from  one  justice  an  order  grant- 
ing an  examination  of  the  defend- 
ants before  trial,  an  appeal  from 
an  order  b^  another  justice  deny- 
inff  a  motion  to  vacate  the  first 
order  is  held  not  well  taken,  be- 
cause the  first  order  was  conclus- 
ive until  reversed  or  leave  given 
to  renew  the  application  to  vacate ; 
and  the  fact  that  the  order  to  show 
cause  whv  the  order  for  an  exam- 
ination should  not  be  set  aside, 
upon  the  return  to  which  the  or- 
der appealed  from  was  made,  was 
grantea  by  the  same  justice  who 
made  the  order  for  such  examina- 
tion, does  not  of  itself  amount  to 
leave  to  renew.  (Amsinck  agt 
North,  ante,  114.) 

2.  An  order  of  the  county  court 
granting  a  motion  to  amend  an 
answer  under  section  723  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  affects 
*' a  substantial  right,"  and  is  ap- 
pealable (8ee  Bowen  agt.  Widner, 
12Tr.2>2^.,625).  (New  d^.  Aland, 
ante,  185.) 

8.  Upon  such  an  appeal  the  merits 
will  be  considered.    (Id.) 

4.  On  an  appeal  from  a  district  court 
judgment  to  the  court  of  common 
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{>]eas  no  undertaking  or  deposit 
B  required  to  perfect  the  appeal. 
The  payment  of  the  costs  of  the 
action  only  is  required  by  section 
a047  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure. (Straw  agt.  Droge^  ante, 
258.) 

5.  By  section  8050  no  undertaking 
is  re<}uired  unless  a  stay  of  execu- 
tion IS  desired.    (Id,) 

6.  Where  a  notice  of  appeal  from 
the  Judgment  of  a  justices'  court 
was  dated  June  17,  1881,  was 
signed  "C.  E.  Howe,  appellant's 
attorney,"  and  was  served  with 
an  undertaking  in  due  form  to 
stay  execution,  signed  and  ac- 
knowledged by  the  appellant  in 
person: 

2re^,that  was  sufficient.  (BUhop 
agt  VanVeehien,  ante,  261.) 

7.  The  notice  of  appeal  is  a  mandate 
of  the  county  court,  is  properly 
entitled  therein,  and  goTemed  by 
the  same  general  principles  as 
other  proc^ings  in  a  court  of 
record.  A  party  may  sign  it  as 
attorney  in  person,  adding  office 
address  or  place  of  business,  resi- 
dence or  other  place  where  papers 
may  be  served  upon  him  as  re- 
quired by  Rule  2,  general  rules  of 
practice,  or  by  an  attorney •ai4ato, 
and  cannot  be  signed  by  an  attor- 
ney in  fact  or  an  agent  as  such. 
(Id.) 

8.  Where,  in  an  action  against  the 
sheriff  for  damages  for  neglecting 
to  return  an  execution  within  six- 
ty days,  the  court,  upon  the  trial, 
gave  an  interlocutonr  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  plead- 
ings, and  sent  the  cause  to  another 
branch  of  the  court  that  the  plain- 
tiif's  damages  might  be  assessed: 

Held  (reversing  judgTuent  for 
plaintiff),  1.  That  the  interlocu- 
tory judgment  is  reviewable  upon 
this  appeal,  notwithstanding  the 
defendant,  in  his  notice  of  appeal, 
did  not  mention  the  interlocutory 
order,  because  the  Code  which 
was  then  in  force  did  not  require 


any  such  specification  to  review 
interlocutory  judgments  or  inter- 
mediate orders.  (Ansonia  Braee 
Com^ny  agt  Connor,  ante,  272.) 

See  iNjuNcnoK. 

Gardner  agt  Gardner,  anU^  265. 

8u  KoTicB  OF  Judgment. 

Devlin  agt  The  Mayor,  ante,  166. 

9.  SemMe,  that  an  appeal  does  not  lie 
to  the  general  term  from  an  in- 
terlocutory judnnent,  to  the  effect 
that  the  plaintuis  have  judgment 
unless  the  defendants  who  have 
interposed  a  demurrer  answer 
over  within  twenty  days,  etc. 
(Trust  and  DepoeU  Co.  agt  PraU, 
25  Hun,  28.) 

10.  A  proceeding  instituted  in  a  jus- 
tice's court  by  a  city,  to  recover 
the  penalty  imposed  for  a  viola- 
tion of  a  city  ordinance,  is  a  civil 
action,  and  under  section  851  of 
the  old  Code  the  judgment  of  the 
justice  can  only  be  reviewed  by 
appeal.  (See  uUy  of  Buffalo  agt. 
SchUefer,  25  Uun,  27a) 

11.  A  judgment  of  a  county  court 
affirming  a  final  order  or  judg- 
ment of  a  justice  of  the  peace  in 
summary  proceedings  is  appeala- 
ble to  the  general  term  —  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  sec.  2260  —  when 
an  appeal  lies  under  section  1840 
of  the  said  Code.  (See  Warner  agt. 
Henderson,  25  Hun,  808.) 

12.  An  order  of  county  court  ii^ant- 
ing  leave  to  issue  an  execution 
upon  a  justice's  judgment,  of 
which  a  transcript  was  filed  in  the 
Albany  county  clerk's  office,  is 
not  appealable.  (See  KiTieaiid  agt 
Biehardeon,  25  Hun,  287.) 

18.  When  a  defect  in  the  plaintiff's 
case  is  supplied  by  testimony  on 
the  part  oi  the  defendant,  the 
former  is  entitled  to  the  benefit 
thereof  on  appeal  in  support  of  a 
denial  of  a  motion  to  nonsuit. 
(PtUnton  agt  No,  Cent.  R  Co,,  83 
N,  T„  7.) 
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14  In  an  action  upon  a  contract  the 
general  term  has  power,  on  ap- 
peal from  a  judgment  for  plaintiff, 
to  amend  the  complaint  so  as  to 
make  it  conform  to  the  terms  of 
the  contract  as  proved  upon  the 
trial  {Code  of  GivU  Procedure, 
tec.  728).  (Harris  agt.  Trumbridge, 
83  i\r.  r.,  92.) 

15.  When,  during  the  pendency  of  an 
appeal  to  this  court  from  an  order 
denying  a  motion  to  change  the 
place  of  trial  in  the  action,  the 
plaintiff  moves  the  cause  for  trial 
and  takes  iudgment  in  the  county 
wherein  tne  venue  is  laid,  this 
court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  enter- 
tain a  motion  to  set  aside  the  judg- 
ment; it  has  only  jurisdiction  of 
so  much  as  is  brought  up  by  ap- 

Seal  from  the  order.    ( Veeder  agt. 
taker,  83  JV.  F.,  les.) 

16.  It  seems  that  the  motion  should  be 
made  in  the  supreme  court.    (Id) 

17.  Notwithstanding  the  provision 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
(sec.  791)  giving  preferences  among 
civil  causes,  a  party  claiming  a 
preference  in  this  court  must  com 
ply  with  the  directions  of  Rule  30; 
t.  6.,  he  must  state  such  claim  in 
his  notice  of  argument,  and  the 
grounds  of  the  preference,  etc. 
(TayUyr  agt.  Wing,  88  JV:  F.,  527.) 

18.  Effect  caimot  be  given  b^  this 
court  to  a  stipulation  requiring  or 
consenting  to  the  review  on  ap- 
peal of  rolinss  made  by  a  trial 
court,  to  which  no  exceptions 
appear  in  the  case.  (Briggs  agt. 
W(Udr<m,^K  F.,  682.) 

19.  The  refusal  of  a  trial  court,  to 
whom  a  case  is  submitted  for  de- 
termination, to  find,  upon  a  ques- 
tion of  law  involved,  as  requested 
by  the  defeated  party,  is  not  error 
requiring  a  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment here,  although  the  request 
might  well  have  been  granted,  if 
this  court  arrives  at  the  same  final 
conclusion  as  to  the  right  of  re- 


covery.   (Loeb  agt.   EeUman,  83 
N.  F,  601.) 

20.  Where  in  the  pleadings  and  upon 
the  trial  the  plaintiff  avers  a  cause 
of  action  ex  delicto,  he  cannot  in  an 
appellate  court  abandon  that  claim 
and  have  a  reversal  of  judgment, 
because  if  he  had  asked  for  a  judg- 
ment ex  contractu  it  might  prop- 
erly have  been  rendered.  (Lock- 
wood  agt.  Qwickenbtuh,  83  If.  T., 
607.) 

21.  For  the  purposes  of  a  motion  to 
dismiss,  an  appeal  is  to  be  re- 
garded as  pending  where  notice  of 
appeal  was  duly  served  and  under- 
taking given,  and  the  appellant 
has  not  abandoned  the  appeal. 
(Stevens  agi.  Oliver,  SQN.  F.  611.) 

22.  An  order  of  general  term  re- 
fusing to  open  a  default  is  not  ap- 
pealable.   (Id,) 

23.  So,  also,  a  judgment  of  affirm- 
ance by  default  of  the  general 

•  term  is  not  reviewable  here.    (Id.) 

24.  Where  order  in  supplementary 
proceedings  made  in  district 
where  venue  was  laid  and  roll  filed 
appoints  a  referee  and  directs  all 
further  proceedings  to  be  before 
a  justice  of  the  district  where  de- 
fendant resides,  such  justice  has 
power  to  change  referees  and  the 
exercise  of  this  power  is  discre- 
tionarv  and  not  reviewable  here. 
(See  Pardee  agt.  TUton,  [Mem.], 
83  K  F,  623.) 

25.  This  action  was  brought  by  plain- 
tiff, as  committee  of  the  estate  of 
a  lunatic,  to  obtain  an  accounting 
of  the  rents  and  profits  of  resd 
estate  owned  in  common  by  the 
lunatic  and  by  defendant's  testa- 
tor, received  by  the  latter,  and  of 
personal  property  belonging  to 
them  jointly,  which  the  complaint 
alleged  had  been  fraudulently  ap- 

Sropriated  by  said  testator,,  the 
efendant,  and  her  former  hus- 
band, in  pursuance  of  a  conspiracy 
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between  them,  in  fraud  of  the 
rights  of  the  lunatic: 

MM,  that  the  action  being  for 
an  accounting  was  referable;  that 
the  allegations  of  fraudulent  con- 
spiracy did  not  change  its  charac- 
ter, and  that  an  order  of  reference 
was  not  reviewable  here.  (Bar- 
rington  agt.  Bruce,  84  N.  T.,  108.) 

26.  Judgment  was  rendered  in  this 
action  upon  the  report  of  referees 
in  favor  of  plaintiff.  This  was 
reversed  by  the  General  Term. 
The  attorney-general,  on  appeal  to 
this  court,  gave  the  required  stipu- 
lation for  judgment  absolute: 

HM,  that  this  was  not  an  assent 
to  an  afDrmative  Judgment  on  a 
counter-claim  set  up  in  the  answer; 
that  it  waived  no  legal  objection 
to  the  counter-claim  or  immunity 
of  the  state  from  such  a  Judg- 
ment. {Bsopls  agt  Bennieon,  S^ 
N.  T.  272.) 

27.  Upon  the  trial  of  an  action  there 
was  no  controverted  question  of 
fact  The  court  took  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff,  reserved  the  case 
for  further  consideration  and  then 
rendered  Judgment  for  defendant 
This  was  done  without  objection; 
there  was  an  exception  to  the 
judgment,  but  none  to  the  mode 
m  which  it  was  reached : 

UM,  that  there  was  no  excep- 
tion bringing  the  error,  if  any,  to 
the  notice  of  this  court.  (BmUn 
agt.  Cooper,  84  N.  T.,  410.) 

28.  Where  plaintiff  fails  to  prove 
the  cause  of  action  set  up  m  his 
complaint,  and  the  objection  is 
raised  upon  the  trial,  and  no 
amendment  of  the  pleading  is 
asked  for  or  ordered,  a  Judgment 
in  plaintiff's  favor,  upon  a  cause 
of  action  entirely  separate  and 
distinct  from  that  alleged,  cannot 
be  sustained  on  appeal.  (South' 
wiek  agt  Firil  NaL  Bk.,  84  K 
r,  420.) 

22.  Where  a  summons  was  served 
upon  a  sheriff  bv  delivery  to  his 
deputy  at  his  office,  held,  that  an 


omission  to  prove  the  filing  of 
notice  on  the  trial,  if  requued, 
was  cured  by  the  bringing  of  the 
notice  to  the  general  term,  on 
appeal  from  Juc^ment  aninst  the 
sheriff.  (Bur\ford  agt  Wea/oer,  84 
JV.  T.,  445.) 

80.  An  omission  in  proof  of  a  mat- 
ter of  record  ma^  be  supnlied  on 
appeal  to  sustain  a  juagment, 
where  the  record  cannot  be 
answered  or  changed.    (IcL) 

31.  B  eeems,  that  assuming  the  court 
has  power  in  a  foreclosure  suit  to 
compel  the  owner  of  the  equity  of 
redemption  to  pay  the  rents  to  the 
receiver  after  his  appointment,  the 
exercise  of  the  power  is  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court,  and  so  not 
reviewable  here.  (Bider  agt  Bag- 
ley,  Si  K  r.,46I.) 

82.  So,  also,  where  fraud  or  con- 
tempt upon  the  supreme  court  is 
charged  upon  the  owner  in  receiv- 
ing rents  with  knowled^  of  the 
pendency  of  an  application  for  a 
receiver,  it  is  for  that  court  to  deal 
with  it,  and  its  action  in  that  re- 
spect is  not  subject  to  review  by 
this  court.    (Id.) 

83.  Where,  upon  motion  to  vacate 
an  order  for  examination  in  sup- 
plementary proceedings  for  the 
collection  of  a  tax,  the  question 
as  to  whether  the  person  pro- 
ceeded against  was  a  resident  of 
the  county  was  in  dispute,  and 
the  evidence  in  relation  thereto 
was  conflicting,  hM,  that  the 
question  was  not  reviewable  here. 
{Code  of  CfivU  Procedure,  see  1337) 
{BaeeeU  agt.  Wheeler, 84  N,  K,  466.) 

84.  Where  an  order  is  made  by  this 
court  on  appeal  from  a  judgment 
reversing  the  judgment  with  costs 
to  abide  the  event,  and  without 
other  limitation,  the  respondent, 
if  finally  successful  in  the  action, 
is  entitled  to  tax  the  costs  of  the 
appeal.  (First  Nat.  Bk.  of  M.  agt 
Fourth  Nat,  Bk.,  UNT,  469.) 
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86.  It  is  too  late  for  a  defendant  to 
claim  for  the  first  time»  on  appeal 
to  this  court,  that  his  answer  con- 
tains a  counter-claim  which  is  ad- 
mitted by  not  being  replied  to.  It 
should  be  insisted  upon  and  the 
attention  of  the  (!ourt  or  referee 
called  to  it  on  trial,  and  if  not  al- 
lowed an  exception  should  be 
taken.  (Muldoon  agt  ElackweiU, 
84  iV.  r.,  646.) 

86.  The  allowance  of  costs  in  the 
supreme  court  in  an  equity  action 
and  whether  to  one  or  more  re- 
spondents, is  in  the  discretion  of 
the  court  below,  and  its  decision 
is  not  reviewable  here.  {Van 
Qelder  agt  Van  Qeld&r,  84  K  T., 
658.) 

87.  The  probate  of  a  codicil  to  a 
will  was*contested,  both  on  the 
ground  of  want  of  due  execution 
and  of  undue  influence.  There 
was  evidence  tending  to  sustain 
the  latter  ground.  The  surrogate 
refused  to  admit  it  to  probate  upon 
the  first  ground  without  passing 
upon  the  latter.  The  general 
term,  upon  appeal,  reverb  the 
decree  of  the  surrogate,  and  di- 
rected him  to  admit  the  codicil  to 
probate: 

HM,  error;  that  the  case  should 
have  been  remitted  to  the  surro- 
gate to  be  heard  upon  Uie  question 
of  undue  influence.  (Daek  agt. 
Dock,  84  JV:  r.,  668.) 

88.  It  seems,  that  where,  on  appeal 
to  this  court,  cases  ai*e  served 
which  are  defective  in  not  con- 
taining the  notice  of  appeal  and 
the  Judgment  and  opinion  of  the 
general  term,  it  is  not  correct 
practice  for  respondent's  attomev 
to  return  the  case,  and  upon  fail- 
ure to  serve  others,  to  enter  order 
dismissing  appeal.  (Bliss  agt. 
Soggsan,  84  if.  F.,  667.) 

80.  It  seems,  also,  that  the  proper 
practice  in  such  case  is  to  move, 
upon  notice,  to  have  the  cases  cor- 
rected, or  that  corrected  copies  be 
served,  and  in  default  of  such  cor- 


rection, that  appeal  be  dismissed. 
(Id.) 

40.  The  supreme  court  may,  in  its 
discretion,  instead  of  compelling 
the  successful  party  in  an  action 
to  enter  a  formal  judgment,  direct 
that  unless  judgment  is  so  en- 
tered within  a  time  specified,  the 
defeated  party  ma;^  enter  it;  and 
the  exercise  of  this  discretion  is 
not  reviewable  here.  ( WHsan  agt. 
JSimpsan,  84  JV.  r.,  674.) 


APPEARANCE. 

1.  The  objection  that  a  county 
court  has  not  jurisdiction  over  the 
person  of  the  defendant  must  be 
raised  at  the  first  opportunity,  and 
is  waived  by  his  appearing  in  the 
action  and  pleading  to  the  merits, 
(i^^t^ragt  Heal,  ante,  158.) 

2.  A  guardian  ad  litem  can  only  be 
regularly  appointed  for  an  infant 
defendant  under  the  age  of  four- 
teen after  service  of  summons  per- 
sonally or  by  the  substituted  mode 
of  service  prescribed.  (IngersoU 
agt.  Mangam,  84  N,  F.,  622.) 

8.  An  apppjarance,  therefore,  bv  one 
appointed  guardian  ad  Utem  for  an 
infant  defendant  who  has  not  been 
served  with  sununons  is  not  a  vol- 
untary appearance  of  the  defend- 
ant within  the  meaning  of  the 
provision  of  the  Code  {sec.  424) 
which  provides  that  such  an  ap- 
pearance shall  be  equivalent  to 
personal  service  of  the  summons. 

ARBITRATION. 

1.  In  March,  1880,  these  three 
actions  were  pending  in  this  court, 
having  been  referred  to  a  referee 
to  hear  and  determine.  There 
were  also  several  suits  pending 
in  the  circuit  court  of  Christian 
county,  Missouri.  The  parties 
entered  into  an  agreement  to  sub- 
mit all  their  matters  in  difference 
to  two  arbitrators  for  settlement, 
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"  said  arbitrators  finding  an  award 
to  be  final,  and  conclusive  on  the 
parties  hereto."  The  submission 
also  contained  a  clause,  that  "  all 
suits  now  pending"  are  hereby 
suspended  until  the  award  of  said 
arbitrators  is  made,  when  the 
same  shall  be  dismissed: 

HM,  that  this  language  in- 
dicates an  intention  upon  the 
part  of  both  parties  that  the 
submission  should  not  operate  as 
an  absolute  discontinuance  of  the 
several  actions.  {Entign  agt  8t 
Louis  and  San  Frandaoo  J&Uway 
Co,,  ante,  123.) 

2.  The  suits  were  simply  suspended 
durine  the  time  required  to  exe- 
cute the  arbitration,  and  when  the 
award  was  made  then  the  actions 
were  to  be  dismissed.  They  could 
not  regularly  be  moved  by  either 
party  during  the  lifetime  of  the 
submission.    {Id,) 

8.  Where  it  was  said  by  plaintiff 
that  the  submission  was  procured 
by  fraud ;  that  the  arbitrators  were 
stockholders  of  the  defendant  and 
therefore  not  proper  persons  to 
act  as  arbitrators,  ana  that  the 
submission  had  been  revoked : 

Held,  that  if  these  allegations 
were  true  the  orderly  course  for 
the  plaintiff  to  pursue  would  be 
to  make  a  motion  or  bring  a  suit 
to  set  aside  the  submission.    (Id.) 


ARREST. 

1.  In  an  action  brought  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
to  recover  moneys  alles^ed  to  have 
been  lost  in  gaining,  the  defend- 
ant is  not  subject  to  arrest,  as  the 
statute  does  not  expressly  give  the 
right  of  arrest;  ana  it  would  be  a 
forced  and  improper  construction 
to  say  that  the  case  was  brought 
within  the  provision  of  section 
549  of  the  Code,  which  gives  to  a 

Slaintiff  the  right  to  arrest  a 
efendant  where  the  action  is  for 
"  an  injury  to  property  including 
the  wrongful  taking  and  detention 


or  ocmversion  of  personal  prop- 
erty." (Ibmpkint  agt  Smith,  ante, 
4M.)  ^ 

fiMExscmoN. 

Whitman  agt.  Jame%,  ante,  182. 

See  SnptriiATioN. 

Schuyler  agt.  Englert  etal.,  ante, 
47(1. 

2.  It  eeeme  public  policy  requires 
that  officers  armed  with  bailable 
process  for  the  arrest  of  defend- 
ants should,  in  taking  securities 
for  their  enlargement,  be  held  to 
a  strict  compliance  with  statutory 
requirements.  (Ihlee  agt.  Adee,  84 
N.  r.,  222.) 

8.  It  eeeme,  also,  the  fact  that,  under 
our  practice,  bail  taken  by  a  slier 
iff  on  discharging  a*  defendant 
from  arrest  stands  in  some  sense 
both  as  bail  to  the  sheriff  and  bail 
to  the  action,  does  not  affect  the 
application  of  the  statute  makiri; 
void  obligations  taken  c<dore  officii 
in  any  other  case  or  manner  thau 
as  provided  bylaw  {% R,  R,  28s 
eec.  69)  when  the  undertaking  con- 
tains conditions  not  prescribed  by 
law;  nor  is  it  in  the  power  of  the 
plaintiff  afterward  to  adopt  the 
act  of  the  sheriff  and  thereby  avoid 
the  effect  of  the  illegality.    {Id.) 

4.  H  eeems,  also,  the  validity  of  the 
security  is  not  dependent  upon  the 
question  whether  it  was  voluntar- 
ily givpn  or  was  extorted  by  actual 
duress  and  oppression,     {td.) 

5.  Where,  however,  the  sheriff,  after 
an  arrest  had  been  made,  under 
an  order  which  specified,  as  pre- 
scribed by  the  Code  of  Procedure 
(eec.  183)  the  sum  for  which  de- 
fendant should  be  held  to  bail,  and 
after  declining  to  accept  a  bond 
executed  by  one  instead  of  by  two 
or  more  sufficient  bail,  as  pre- 
scribed by  said  Code  (mc.  187),  did 
agree,  at  defendant's  solicitation, 
to  take  to  plaintiff's  attorney  an 
undertaking  executed  by  one  in 
double   the  amount  specified  in 
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the  order,  and  if  it  should  be  ap- 

S roved  and  accepted  by  them,  that 
efendant  should  be  discharged, 
the  latter  agreeing  that  if  tnev 
should  decline  to  accept,  he  would, 
on  being  notified,  give  a  new  un- 
dertaking, as  prescribed  by  the 
Code,  and  in  the  meanwhile  should 
remain  in  the  custody  of  his  bail; 
and  where  said  attorneys  accepted 
the  undertaking  so  execute,  held, 
that  the  undertaking,  when  thus 
accepted,  might  be  regarded  as  an 
agreement  made  between  the  par- 
ties to  the  action,  and  not  as  an 
undertaking  taken  by  the  sheriff 
under  claim  or  in  the  exercise  of 
official  authority,  and  that  so  con- 
sidered it  became  operative  and 
binding,  though  not  as  a  statutory 
obligation,    (id.) 


ASSIGNMENTS. 

1.  Where  the  property  of  a  copart- 
nership is  assigned  under  the  gen- 
eral assignment  act,  by  one  mem- 
ber of  the  firm,  and  he  also 
assigns  in  the  same  instrument 
his  individual  property  not  ex- 
empt under  attachment: 

udd,  "  The  statute  of  exemp- 
tion does  not  expressly  exempt 
a  trademark,"  ana  therefore  the 
clause  in  the  assignment  is  not 
available  to  prevent  the  examina- 
tion of  such  assigfiorimder  section 
21  of  the  general  assignment  act  of 
1877.    {Matter of  auimey,a7U6,%\^.) 

2.  Where  "  the  assignment  does  not 
except  property  which  is  not  sub- 
ject to  levy,  but  property  which 
the  exemption  act  declares  to  be 
exempt: 

Eeldf  the  examination  should 
be  allowed  as  if  no  exception 
were  contained  in  the  assignment. 
{Id,) 

8.  Where,  after  such  general  assign- 
ment an  application  is  made  by 
creditors  of  the  assignor  "to  as- 
certain whether  or  not  certain 
{)roperty  called  a  trade-mark  be- 
ongs  to  the  assigned  estate: 


i> 


Held,  "  that  can  only  be  determ- 
ined by  learning  the  facts  which 
give  the  trade-mark  its  value." 

Held,  also,  that  in  such  case  it 
is  proper  that  the  order  allowing 
such  examination  should  "ex- 
plicitly state  what  shall  be  the  sub- 
ject and  the  extent  of  the  examina- 
tion.''   {Id.) 

4.  The  present    application  distin 

Siished  from  the  Burtnett  case  (8 
aly,  808)  in  this,  that  "there 
the  avowed  object  of  the  exam 
ination  was  not  to  aid  the  assignee 
in  the  administration  of  his  trust, 
save  in  the  way  of  obtaining  testi- 
mony to  be  used  in  such  actions 
as  he  might  afterwards  bring;" 
while  "  here  it  is  not  shown  tnat 
the  testimony  is  sought  for  use 
in  any  action  hereaiter  to  be 
brought."    {Id.) 

5.  The  sub-rule  of  rule  78  {MoaJ^e 
UnderhUPB  Principles  of  Torts,  p, 
682)  and  the  rule  laid  down  In 
Kidd   agt.   Johnson    (9  Bq^xfrter, 
729)  cit^  and  approved.    {Id,) 


ASSOCIATIONS. 

1.  The  plaintiff  is  a  corporation  duly 
organized  and  formed  under  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  Indiana,  and 
its  legal  location  is  in  the  city  of 
Indianapolis  in  said  state  It 
commenced  business  in  this  state 
October  2,  1880,  ei^ht  months 
previous  to  the  adoption  of  chap- 
ter 256  of  the  Laws  of  1881. 
Among  the  objects  of  the  plain- 
tiff's organization  is  the  establish- 
ment ofa  "  relief  fund  from  which 
members  of  this  association  who 
have  complied  with  all  its  rules 
and  regulations  may  receive  a 
benefit  on  a  sum  not  exceeding 
three  thousand  dollars,  which  shau 
be  paid  either  when  a  member 
reaches  the  age  of  seventy-five 
years,  or  when,  by  reason  or  dis- 
ease or  accident,  such  member 
becomes  permanently  disabled,  or 
upon  his  death."  The  resources 
of  the  plaintiff  are  derived  entirely 
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from  Yoloiitary  donations  and  ad- 
miflflion  fees,  dues  and  assesaments 
from  members  and  the  interest 
thereon.  The  plaintiff  claims  the 
right  to  do  business  in  this  state, 
and  seeks  to  enjoin  the  defendant, 
the  superintendent  of  insurance 
from  interfering  in  any  way  with 
its  operations,  msisting  tluit  he 
has  wantonly  and  maliciously 
sought  to  interrupt  its  operations 
and  business : 

HM,  that  the  plaintiff  is  amen- 
able to  the  Laws  of  1881  and  not 
to  the  general  insurance  statutes 
of  the  state,  and  that  the  article  of 
its  by-laws  which  provides  for  the 

Kyment  of  a  benefit  to  a  mem- 
r  upon  his  attaining  the  ace  of 
seventy-five  years,  is  one  renoksred 
proper  by  the  occurrence  of  a 
physical  disability  of  a  member 
within  the  true  intent  and  mean- 
ing of  these  words  as  used  in  the 
act  aforesaid. 

EM,  also,  that  as  the  plaintiff 
has  complied  with  all  the  require- 
ments of  the  act  of  1881,  it  is  en- 
titled to  carry  on  its  operations 
in  this  state  unmolested  by  any 
improper  interference  from  the 
defenaant  or  any  other  person. 

Held,  further,  that  it  is  not  the 
office  of  an  injunction  nor  the 
prerogative  of  the  court  to  dic- 
tate to  an  officer  of  the  state  his 
views  as  to  Uie  proper  construc- 
tion of  a  law.  He  can  only  be 
compelled  to  do  what  the  law 
commands  him  to  do,  or  be  re- 
strained from  doing  an  act  to 
another's  injury  which  he  has  no 
power  to  do,  but  he  cannot,  by 
injunction,  be  prevented  from  ex- 
pressing in  a  lawful  and  proper 
manner  his  views  of  the  legality 
of  a  business  when  he  is  actuated 
by  no  malice  or  evil  intent  (8u- 
pr0m6  CkfuneU  qf  the  Order  of 
Ohaeen  Friendt  agt  Faiirman, 
ante,  880.) 


ATTACHMENT. 

1.  A  statement  in  an  affidavit  upon 
im  application  for  an  attachment 


that  "the  defendant  is  indebted 
to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  stated, 
and  ttuit  he  is  justly  entitled  to 
recover  said  sum,"  does  not  satisfy 
the  requirement  of  section  686  of 
the  Code,  that  the  affidavit  must 
show  that  the  debt  due  was  over 
and  above  "all  counter-claims." 
{Rupp&rt  agt  Bauff,  ante,  864.) 

2.  Where  an  application  to  vacate 
an  attachment  is  made  to  the 
court,  upon  notice,  the  presiding 
judge  need  not  be  the  one  who 
granted  the  attachment.    (Id.) 

8.  A  receiver  of  a  foreign  national 
bank,  though  not  a  party  to  the 
action,  has  such  a  status,  under 
section  682  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  as  will  authorize -him 
to  move  to  set  aside  attachment 
proceedings.  {People^s  Bank  of 
New  York  agt  Mechaniee  National 
Bank  of  Newark,  ante,  422.) 

4.  There  is  nothing  in  the  8ecti#n 
which  requires  the  applicant  to 
become  a  party  to  the  action.  It 
is  the  practice  to  allow  such 
motions  to  be  made  without  im- 
posing upon  the  applicant  the 
condition  that  he  shall  ask  to  be 
made  a  party  to  the  action  fai 
which  the  attachment  was  issued. 
(Id.) 

5.  Although  the  supreme  court  of 
this  state  has  jurisdiction  over  an 
action  ex  contractu  brought  by  a 
citizen  of  the  state  against  a  na- 
tional bank  located  in  another 
state,  an  attachment  which  has 
been  issued  in  such  action  aipunst 
its  property  in  this  state  will  be 
vacatea  upon  positive  proofs  of 
its  insolvency.    (Id.) 

6.  Where  goods  consisting  of  under 
wear,  neckties,  shirts,  jewelry, 
gloves,  umbrellas,  &c.,  were  levied 
upon  under  an  attachment  and 
sold  at  auction,  under  direction  of 
the  court,  as  "  perishable: " 

Held,  that  the  fact  that  goods 
will  depreciate  in  vslue  b^ause 
of  changes  in   their  styles  and 
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ftishions,  is  not  of  itself  sufficient 
under  section  656  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  to  render  the 
property  perishable,  it  being  the 
fashion,  not  the  article  that  is 
perishable.  (FM  agt  Spring, 
ante,  610.) 

7.  Kid  gloves,  which  are  liable  to 
have  their  value  destroyed  by 
spots,  come  within  the  definition 
of  perishable,  but  woolen  goods, 
though  liable  to  be  moth  eaten, 
do  not,  as  they^  can  be  protected 
from  such  liability.    (Id) 

8.  Bradt,  J.  (dissentine).  BM, 
that  where  ^oods  would  suffer  in 
value  b^  bemg  kept,  if  they  did 
not  pensh  absolutely,  by  reason 
of  the  change  of  fashion  or  by 
injuEies  from  moths,  they  are  to 
be  regarded  as  perishable.    {Id.) 

0.  Where  an  attachment  against 
property  is  vacated,  the  taxable 
costs  and  all  reasonable  counsel 
fees,  on  a  motion  necessary  to  get 
rid  of  the  attachment,  may  be  re- 
covered upon  the  undertaking 
filed  upon  obtaining  the  attach- 
ment {Baere  agt.  Armstrong  et 
al.,  ante,  515.) 

10.  If  the  attaching  creditor  pays 
such  taxable  costs,  the  amount  so 
paid  reduces,  pro  ianto,  the  lia- 
bility assumed  by  the  undertaking, 
and  must  be  allowed  in  the  action 
brought  thereon.    (Id.) 

11.  Where  the  motion  at  special 
term  to  vacate  the  attachment  was 
granted,  shofild  the  sureties  in 
such  an  undertaking  be  held  liable 
for  the  costs  and  expenses  made 
by  their  principal,  by  appeal,  to 
reinstate  his  attachment,  quarel 
(Id.) 

13.  Upon  an  examination  of  one 
Brooks,  ordered  under  section  651 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
because  of  his  refusal  to  furnish 
the  sheriff  with  a  certificate  stat- 
ing the  amount,  nature  and  de- 
scription of  property  in  his  i)os- 


session  belonging  to  the  defend- 
ant, against  whom  a  warrant  of 
attachment  had  been  issued,  it 
appeared  that  Brooks  had  at  the 
time  of  the  issue  of  the  warrant 
a  note  belonging  to  the  defend- 
ant secured  by  a  mortgage,  which 
had  been  put  by  Brooks  in  the 
sate  of  another  person  and  there 
locked  up: 

Beld,  that  the  court  should 
make  an  order  requiring  Brooks 
to  deliver  the  note  and  mortgage 
to  the  sheriff.  (HaU  agt.  BrooM, 
25  Hun,  577.) 

18.  In  an  action  to  recover  a  debt  due 
from  a  firm,  an  attachment  was 
issued  against  the  property  of  one 

Eartner  only,  on  the  ground  that 
e  had  absconded.  Certain  sub- 
sequent attaching  firm  creditors, 
on  proof  that  the  firm  was  insol- 
vent, moved  to  vacate  the  attach- 
ment, on  the  ground  that  the  part- 
ner against  whose  property  the 
attachment  was  issued  had  no  in- 
terest in  the  firm  property  upon 
which  the  attachment  could  be 
levied : 

Beld,  that  the  attachment  should 
not  be  vacated.  (Bttckingham  agt 
Bicezey,  25  Bun,  84.) 

14.  The  fact  that  one  of  two  partners 
has  been  guilty  of  fraudulent  acts, 
and  has  thereafter  absconded 
from  the  State,  will  not  authorize 
the  granting  of  an  attachment 
against  the  firm  property,  where  it 
appears  that  the  other  partner  has 
remained  in  this  State,  engaged  in 
carrying  on  his  business,  and  has 
been  guilty  of  no  actual  miscon- 
duct In  such  a  case  the  attach- 
ment can  only  be  issued  against 
the  property  of  the  abscondmg 
and  guilty  partner.  (Bogari  agt 
Dart,  25J9i^n,  895.) 

15.  Judgment  debts  and  monej  col- 
lected on  execution  by  and  m  the 
hands  of  a  sheriff  are  liable  to  at- 
tachment under  process  issued  in 
an  action  ^^inst  the  Judgment 
creditor.  (Wehie  agt.  Uonner,  88 
N.  T.,  281.) 
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16.  The  right  so  to  attach  is  not  af- 
fected bv  the  fact  that  the  Judg- 
ment deotor  is  also  the  attaching 
creditor.    {Id.) 

17.  Where  property  of  an  attachment 
debtor  is  already  in  the  hands  of 
the  sheriff  to  whom  the  attach- 
ment is  issued,  no  formal  lev^  or 
notice  is  necessary  to  subject  it  to 
the  lien  of  the  attachment    (Id,) 

18.  Where,  in  an  action  against  a 
sheriff  for  a  failure  to  return  a  cer- 
tain execution,  defendant  proved, 
in  mitigation  of  damages,  that 
prior  to  the  return  day  Uie  judg- 
ments were  levied  upon  by  virtue 
of  attachments  issued  to  him 
against  the  Judgment  creditor: 

Held,  that  the  fact  that  the 
sheriff  f  ail^  to  make  a  valid  levy 
by  virtue  of  the  execution  did  not 
destroy  or  weaken  the  effect  of  the 

Eroof  in  mitigation;  that  it  was 
nmaterial  whether  the  failure  to 
return  was  because  of  a  neglect  to 
levy,  or  arose  after  levy  and  col- 
lection ;  in  either  event,  while  the 
attachments  remained  in  force 
plaintiff  was  only  entitled  to  nom- 
inal damages.    (Id.) 

19.  Plaintiff  offered  to  prove  that 
there  was  a  conspiracy  between 
the  attachment  creditors,  the 
Judgment  debtors  and  the  sheriff, 
to  issue  the  attachment  "for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  the  col- 
lection of  plaintiff's  judgment:" 

HM,  that  the  offer  was  prop- 
erly excluded;  that  the  fact  that 
there  was  a  conspiracy  to  do  what 
the  law  authorizes  did  not  affect 
the  legality  of  the  act    (Id,) 

to.  It  was  claimed  that  as  two  of  the 
judgments  were  for  costs  they 
were  not  affected  by  the  attach- 
ments, because  of  the  precedence 
of  the  attorney's  lien: 

HM,  that  until  the  lien  was 
asserted  by  the  attorney,  who 
alone  was  entitled  to  and  could 
claim  it,  the  Judgments  were  the 
property  of  the  p&untiff;  and  that 
they  were  to  be  so   considered 


here,  as  there  was  no  offer  to 
prove  that  the  attorney  had  riven 
notice  of  his  claim  or  had  at- 
tempted to  enforce  it    (Id.) 

21.  It  was  claimed  that  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  a  judgment  for  the  sur- 
plus of  her  Judgments  over  the 
amounts  claimea  in  the  attach- 
ments: 

Held,  untenable;  that  as  the 
sheriff  was  required  to  keep  so 
much  of  the  property  as  would 
satisfy  the  attachment  demands, 
with  costs  and  expenses  (CSoefe  of 
Procedure,  $ee.  282;  Code  of  Cml 
Procedure,  mc.  641),  he  had  a  right 
to  exercise  a  resonable  discretion 
as  to  the  amount  so  to  be  retained. 
(Id,) 

22.  An  attorney  for  the  successful 
party  in  an  action  by  whom  a 
judgment  was  procured  is  not  an 
"  individual  holding  such  prop- 
erty" within  the  meaning  of  the 
provision  of  the  Code  of  Proced- 
ure (eee,  285),  authorizing  the  exe- 
cution of  an  attachment  by  service 
of  a  copy.    (In  re  Flandrow,  84 

N,  r.,  1.) 

28.  Accordingly  KM,  where  a  Judg- 
ment in  favor  of  an  attachment 
debtor  was  attempted  to  be  at- 
tached by  service  of  a  copy  of  the 
warrant  upon  one  of  the  attorneys 
for  said  debtor,  in  the  action 
wherein  said  Judgment  was  ren- 
dered, that  the  attachment  was 
not  properly  executed,  and  that 
a  purchaser  at  sheriff's  sale  under 
execution  and  order  of  the  court 
in  the  attachment  suit  acquired 
no  tiUe.    (Id.) 


24.  It  eeeme  that  the  only  way  to  sub- 
lect  a  Judgment  to  an  attachment 
is  to  serve  the  warrant  upon  the 
Judgment  debtor.    (Id.) 


25.  The  plaintiff,  a  national  bank 
organized  and  having  a  place  of 
business  in  New  Orleans,  pur- 
chased, for  value,  of  defendant, 
the  M.  &  T.  Bank,  a  Louisiana 
corporation,  a   draft  drawn  on 
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bankers  in  the  city  of  New  York 
for  $10,000,  payable  to  plaintifTs 
order;  the  draft  was  duly  pre- 
sented to  the  payees  at  New  York 
and  payment  refused;  it  was  duly 
protested  and  notice  given  to  the 
drawer.  An  action  was  thereupon 
commenced  in  the  supreme  court 
and  an  attachment  issued,  which 
was  served  on  said  bankers,  who 
had  funds  of  the  M.  &  T.  Bank 
in  their  hands: 

Held,  that,  under  and  within  the 
meaning  of  the  provision  of  the 
Code  of  Procedure  (mc.  427),  pro- 
viding that  an  action  against  a 
foreign  corporation  may  be 
brouj^ht  in  the  supreme  court  bv 
a  plaintiff  not  a  resident  of  this 
state,  "  where  the  cause  of  action 
shall  have  arisen  in  this  state," 
plaintiff  was  to  be  regarded  as  a 
non-resident;  that  the  cause  of 
action  arose  in  this  state,  and  that, 
therefore,  the  court  had  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  action.  {Uibemia  Nat. 
Bk.  agt  Lacombe,  84  K  F.,  867.) 

26.  After  the  deliveiy  of  the  draft 
to  plaintiff,  the  M.  <&  T.  Bank 
was  placed  in  liquidation  under 
the  laws  of  Louisiana,  and  com- 
missioners were  appointed  to  take 
possession  of  and  administer  its 
assets;  they  were  made  defend- 
ants, and  claimed  title  to  the  at- 
tached property: 

Hdd,  that  neither  the  law  nor 
the  adjudication  under  which  said 
commissioners  were  appointed 
could  have  any  operation  here  to 
defeat  or  affect  the  lien  of  plain- 
tiff^s  attachment.    {Id.) 

27.  Where  a  surrogate  has  made  a 
decree  for  the  payment  of  money 
by  an  administrator,  he  may  en- 
force the  performance  of  it  by 
attachment  <2  R.  S.,  221,  gee.  6, 
9ub.  4).  (Dunford  agt.  Weaver,  84 
N.  r.,  445.) 

38  It  is  not  needed  that  the  process 
to  attach  should  recite  all  the  facts 
and  proceedings  necessary  to  con- 
fer jurisdiction;  it  is  sufficient  if 
on  its  face  it  appears  to  have  been 


issued  in  a  proceeding  in  which 
the  surrogate  had  iurisdiction, 
states  in  substance  the  cause  for 
arrest,  and  specifies  the  act  or 
duty  to  be  performed,    (/d) 

29.  Where  an  attachment  against  an 
administrator  directed  the  collec- 
tion of  interest  on  the  decretal 
sum  named  in  it,  held,  that,  con- 
ceding the  surrogate  had  no  power 
to  direct  the  collection  of  interest, 
such  direction  in  the  attachment 
did  not  vitiate  it  in  toto.    {Id.) 

80.  Where  a  sheriff  is  sued  for  an 
escape  from  custody  under  such 
an  attachment,  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  recover  the  damages  sus- 
tained by  him  {Code  of  Gml  Pro- 
cedure, sec.  158),  to  wit:  the  sums 
awarded  to  him  by  the  stirrogate's 
decree,  with  interest  from  its 
date.    {Id.) 

81.  The  complaint,  in  an  action 
against  a  sheriff  for  an  escape  un- 
der an  attachment  of  a  surrogate, 
alleged  that  defendant  wrongfully 
permitted  the  debtor  to  escape;  no 
proof  of  assent  or  knowledge  was 
given  on  the  trial: 

Held,  that  a  motion  for  a  non- 
suit, because  of  failure  to  prove 
such  averment,  was  properly  de- 
nied, as  under  the  provision  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  {sec.  168) 
in  reference  to  such  actions,  it 
was  immaterial  whether  the  es- 
cape was  through  negligence  or 
voluntary  on  the  part  of  the  sher- 
iff; an  averment  and  proof  that 
the  debtor  was  at  large  beyond  the 
liberties  was  sufficient.    (Id.) 

82.  In  such  an  action  the  fact  of  the 
insolvency  of  the  debtor  is  no  de- 
fense.   {Id.) 

88.  The  administrator  gave  a  bond 
as  such;  one  of  the  creditors  fur- 
nished money  wherewith  to  buy 
up  the  claims  against  the  adminis- 
trator, which,  on  payment,  were 
assigned  to  plaintiff: 
Held,  that  this  was  not  a  pay^ 
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ment  and  extinguiBhment  of  the 
claimn.    {Id ) 

94.  Two  attachments  were  issued  by 
the  surrogate  and  arrests  made  be- 
fore saia  Code  went  into  effect; 
the  escape  occurred  thereafter;  it 
was  claimed  that  the  provision  of 
the  Code  did  not  apply: 

Held,  untenable,  as  the  cause  of 
action  was,  not  the  issuing  of  pro- 
cess and  arrest,  but  the  escape. 

{Id.) 

86.  The  right  to  an  attachment  hav- 
ing been  conferred  by  statute  is 
limited  by  its  proTisions.  {Blo$- 
mm  agt.  me%,  84  N.  F.,  614.) 

86.  Under  the  provisions  of  the 
Code  of  Procedure  {sec.  227),  as 
amended  by  section  6,  chapter  723, 
Laws  of  1866,  declaring  that  for 
the  purposes  of  an  attachment  an 
action  shall  be  deemed  commenced 
when  the  summons  is  issued,  pro- 
vided that  personal  service  thereof 
shall  be  made  or  publication  com- 
menced within  thirty  days,  the  vi- 
tality of  an  attachment  depended 
upon  compliance  with  the  terms 
of  the  proviso;  and,  upon  omis- 
sion so  to  do,  the  jurisdiction 
which  attached  on  granting  the 
warrant  ceased.    (/c2.) 

87.  An  attachment  rendered  void  by 
failure  to  serve  or  publish  sum- 
mons within  the  time  specified 
was  not  revived  and  validated  by 
the  appearance  of  the  defendant 
in  the  action.    (Id.) 

88.  An  order  vacating  an  attachment 
because  of  such  failure,  as  it  in- 
volves simply  a  question  of  juris- 
diction, is  reviewable  here.    {Id.) 


ATTORNEY. 

1.  An  attorney  and  counselor-at-law 
is  not  liable  in  an  action  for  false 
imprisonment  where,  in  a  judicial 
proceeding,  he  presents  papers  to 
a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
and  the  court,  after  consideration 


and  after  hearing  and  acting  Judi- 
cially upon  the  papers,  erants  an 
order  of  arrest,  and  sudi  papers 
are  afterward  set  avide  upon  the 
flpnound  of  error  in  issuing  theoL 
That  error  of  the  court  not  only 
protects  the  attorney,  but  everv- 
bodv  else.  The  attorney  is  only 
liable  for  irregularity  in  practice. 
{FUher  agt.  iStn/ghein,  ante,  2S8.) 

2.  It  is  one  of  the  risks  and  hazards 
of  the  sheriff's  office  to  determine 
at  his  peril  whether  he  can  or 
cannot  further  detain  a  party  in 
his  custody  under  a  certain  writ 
or  process  {See  Fisher  agt,  Jtaab 
etca.,M  How.,  218,  228;  58  Bme., 
221;  SIN.  r.,  286).    (Id.) 

8.  In  order  to  give  the  rieht  of 
proceeding  summarily  against  an 
attorney,  it  Is  essential  that  he 
was  intrusted  in'  the  transaction 
by  reason  of  his  professional  char- 
acter, and  that  he  was  acting  as 
an  attorney  in  respect  to  the  par- 
ticular matter  which  is  the  ground 
for  the  application.  {Matter  of 
Hueeon,  cmte,  368.) 

4.  Where  an  attorney  is  engaged  in 
a  personal  transaction  wiui  his 
client,  unconnected  with  his  pro- 
fessional character,  the  fact  that 
he  was  at  such  time  employed  as 
the  attorney  for  the  petitioner  in 
other  matters,  will  not  authorize 
the  application.    {Id.) 

5.  In  proceedings  to  disbar  an  attor> 
ne^  he  can  only  be  convicted  on 
evidence  good  at  common  law,  de- 
livered if  he  chooses  in  his  pres- 
ence, by  witnesses  subject  to  cross- 
examination.  {In  re  an  Attam^, 
83  N.  T.,  164.) 

6.  Accordingly,  hM,  that  the  grant- 
ing of  an  order  in  such  proceed- 
ings, against  the  objection  of  the 
attorney,  directing  that  a  commis- 
sion issue,  was  error;  and  that  the 
order  was  not  validated  by  the  in- 
sertion in  it  of  a  provision  reserv- 
ing "until  the  final  hearing  of 
the  matter  "  the  question  as  to  the 
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"right  to  issue  the  oommission 
and  the  legality  of  the  evidence 
taken  thereunder. "    (Id. ) 

7.  ka  attorney's  lien  on  Judgment 
for  costs  can  only  be  asserted  by 
him ;  until  so  asserted  judgment 
belongs  to  plaintiff  and  may  be 
attached.    (See  WMe  agt  Commt, 

83  if.  r.,281.) 

8.  When  bond  and  mortgage  of  an 
attorney  of  one  of  the  parties  in 
a  partition  suit  was  deposited  in 
good  faith  by  the  referee  to  sell  as 
part  of  a  fund  directed  to  be  de- 
posited with  and  invested  by  the 
county  treasurer  in  trust  and  the 
ee9tui»  que  trtut  with  full  knowl- 
edge have  for  years  received  the 
income  they  cannot  repudiate  the 
investment  and  impose  it  upon 
the  referee.  (See  Wiggine  agt. 
Hawwrd  [Mem.],  SSN.T.,  613.) 

(.  The  rule  prohibiting  an  attorney 
from  disclosing  communications 
made  by  a  client  is  not  confined 
to  communications  made  in  con- 
templation of  or  in  the  progress 
of  an  action  or  judicial  proceed- 
ing, but  extends  to  those  made  in 
reference  to  any  matter  which  is 
the  proper  subject  of  professional 
employment    (Boot  agt  Wrighty 

84  5r.  r.,  72.) 

10.  Where  communications  are  made 
to  an  attorney  by  either  of  two  or 
more  parties  in  the  presence  of 
the  others,  while  employed  as  their 
common  attorney  to  five  advice 
as  to  matters  in  which  thev  are 
mutually  interested,  the  said  rule 
prohibits  him  from  testifying  to 
such  communications  in  an  action 
between  his  clients  and  a  third 
person.    (I<L) 


ATTORNEY'S  LIEN. 

1.  The  attorney,  under  section  66  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  has 
an  absolute  lien  for  his  compensa- 
tion. (Lansing  agt  Bhuign,  ante, 
863.) 


3.  Under  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure in  an  action  in  which  the 
defendant  is  liable  to  arrest,  and 
in  which  the  plaintiff  is  unsuc- 
cessful in  his  suit,  the  latter  may 
be  arrested  and  imprisoned  by  the 
defendant's  attorney  on  a  claim 
for  costs.  (Parker  agt  8pear,  ante, 
894) 

8.  And  this  is  true,  although  the 
plaintiif  did  not  exercise  his  right 
to  arrest  the  defendant,  and  al- 
though he  may  have  a  perfectly 
good  case,  but  loses  his  suit  on  a 
mere  technicality.    (Id.) 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

1.  Where,  in  an  action  to  compel  the 
removal  from  an  East  river  wharf 
of  a  building  erected  by  the  owner 
of  the  wharf  for  the  exclusive 
benefit  of  his  own  business,  and 
without  a  written  license  from  the 
department  of  docks,  it  appears 
that  the  wharf  has  been  used  by 
the  public  as  a  highway  and  for 
the  loading  and  discharging  of 
sailing  vessels  engaged  in  foreign 
commerce  and  having  a  draft  of 
more  than  eighteen  feet  of  water: 
Held,  that  the  building  is  an  in- 
cumbrance, an  interference  with 
the  dominant  right  of  the  public, 
and  must  be  removed,  and  that 
the  attorney-general  has  the  right 
to  bring  the  action.  (The  PiMple 
agt  Mcy,  ante,  66.) 


ASSAULT  AND  BATTERY. 

See  CoHOBS  (Citt  of). 

Matter  of  CougMin,  ante,  84. 


ASSIGNMENT. 

1.  Where  S.  made  an  assignment  to 
P.  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  and 
one  of  the  creditors,  who  was  both 
a  preferred  and  general  creditor, 
signed,  under  mistake,  a  general 
release  to  both  assignor  and  as- 
signee, supposing  it  to  be  simply 
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an  agreement  that  the  assignee  be 
allowed  to  deliver  to  the  assignor 
goods  belonging  to  the  assigned 
estate,  so  as  to  promote  a  compo- 
sition or  compromise  between  the 
creditors  and  the  assinior,  and  the 
assignee  objects  to  the  claims  of 
such  creditor,  because  of  such  re- 
lease, and  refuses  to  allow  the 
claims  on  that  ground  and  also  on 
the  further  ground  that  the  said 
creditor  had  received  promissory 
notes  of  the  assignor  on  the  execu- 
tion of  said  release,  which  notes 
were  dated  subsequent  to  the  as- 
signment, and  the  release  also 
recited  another  note  representing 
the  preferred  portion  of  the  cred- 
itor's claim,  but  made  and  dated 
prior  to  the  assignment;  and  the 
creditor  obtained  judgments  on  all 
the  notes  while  the  assignment  was 
being  executed,  but  was  paid  no 
money  on  account  of  either  the 
notes  or  the  judgments.  The 
creditor  meantime  also  procuring 
a  judgment  in  a  court  of  equity 
setting  aside  the  said  release  as 
aeainst  the  assignor  on  the  ground 
01  mistake,  but  not  making  the 
assignee  a  party  to  such  equitable 
suit,  and  tuere  being  no  evidence 
that  the  assignee  was  privy  to  the 
making  of  the  release,  but  some 
evidence  to  the  contranr: 

JUdd,  on  motion  of  the  creditor 
to  confirm  the  report  of  a  referee 
reporting  in  favor  of  allowing  the 
claims  of  such  creditor  as  good 
and  valid  claims,  and  that  they 
have  been  established  and  should 
bepaid  out  of  the  assigned  estate. 
"The  referee's  report  as  to  the 
claims  of  such  creditor  seems  en- 
tirely correct  and  should  be  con- 
flnned. "  {MaUer  of  achaUer,  ante, 
400 

8.  Bo,  where,  on  a  motion  by  as- 
signee to  confirm,  in  whole  or  in 
part,  a  report  by  the  same  referee 
appointea  to  take  and  state  the 
assignee's  accounts,  there  is  an 
absence  of  proof  of  service  of  no- 
tice to  creaitors  to  produce  their 
claims  before  the  assignee,  as  pre- 
scribed by  the  rules  of  this  court, 


and,  secondly,  where  it  appears 
affirmatively  that  the  citation  was 
not  served  upon  certain  creditors 
who  had  filed  claims  with  Uie 
assignee: 

£kld,  that  the  order  of  reference 
to  take  and  state  the  accounts  was 
entirely  irregular  and  conferred 
no  authority  upon  the  referee ;  that 
the  referee  cannot  cure  this  irregu- 
larity nor  usurp  the  powers  of  the 
court  These  creditors  had  the 
right  to  be  heard  upon  the  appli- 
cation for  a  reference,  and  neither 
the  assignee  nor  any  other  person 
or  court  can  deprive  them  of  that 
right 

Mrid^  also,  where  it  further  ap- 
pears from  the  papers  submitted 
that  the  citation  was  served  upon 
the  creditors  whom  the  assignee 
claims  to  have  served  by  mail,  and 
it  does  not  appear  that  there  was 
any  authorization  by  the  court 
that  the  service  should  be  made 
in  that  way,  that  the  report  can- 
not be  confirmed.    (Id,) 

8.  Where,  in  a  proceeding  under  the 
general  assi^ment  act  by  a  cred- 
itor to  establish  claims  as  a  general 
and  preferred  creditor,  which  have 
been  disallowed  by  the  assignee, 
the  creditor  prevails  on  a  refer- 
ence, the  referee  reporting  to  the 
court  that  the  claims  are  valid 
claims  and  established,  and  that 
they  should  be  paid  by  the  as- 
signee out  of  the  assigned  estate, 
and  the  court  at  special  term,  on 
motion,  confirms  such  report  of 
the  referee,  with  costs  and  dis- 
bursements: 

Held^  "the  same  costs  and  dis- 
bursements are  allowed  as  to  a 
successful  plaintiff  in  an  action, 
by  the  Code  of  Procedure,  with 
five  per  cent  allowance  upon  the 
amount  reported  due,  with  ten 
dollars  costs  of  motion  to  be  paid 
by  the  assignee  out  of  the  assigned 
estate."    (id.) 

BAIL. 
See  Shebtff. 

Watt  agt.  BeOly,  ante,  860. 
DcugloM  agt.  Uabentro,  anU,  4SSX^ 
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1.  Under  the  act  of  1879  {chop.  890 
of  Law  of  1879)  courts  of  special 
sessions  have  exclusive  jurisdic- 
tion to  try  "charges  for  petit  lar- 
ceny not  charged  as  a  second 
o£fense"  and  the  supreme  court 
has  no  power  to  let  to  bail  one 
charged  with  that  offense.  {People 
ex  rel  agt.  Duteher,  83  JIT.  F.,  240.) 


ba:nkruptcy. 

1.  Where  an  attachment  is  issued, 
and  property  is  levied  upon 
thereunder,  in  an  action  agamst 
defendants,  who,  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action  become 
bankrupt,  and  for  whom  curateurs 
or  assi^ees  are  appointed  by  a 
tribunal  of  a  foreign  nation  hav- 
ing jurisdiction  in  the  matter,  it 
is  proper  to  bring  such  curateurs 
or  assignees,  upon  their  own  mo- 
tion, into  the  action  as  additional 
parties  defendant.  {Lee  agt.  Ifef- 
fer,  25  Hun,  97.) 


BAR 

jSmTrbbpass. 

Lou  agt  McDonald f  ante,  840. 


BENEVOLENT  SOCIETIES. 

1.  Under  section  1919  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  an  action  may 
be  maintained  by  a  member  of  a 
benevolent  society  against  the 
treasurer  of  such  society  to  recover 
from  the  funds  of  the  same,  cer- 
tain pioneys  alleged  to  be  due  him 
by  reason  of  sickness.  {PouUney 
agt.  Bachman,  ante,  466.) 

2.  The  action  was  brought  against 
a  lodge  of  odd  fellows  by  one  of 
lis  members  to  recover  '*  sick  bene- 
fits" to  which  he  claimed  to  be 
entitled.  The  plaintiff  had  joined 
the  lodge  years  ago,  when  its  by- 
laws provided  that  in  case  of  sick- 
ness every  member  should  receive 
a  specified  sum  weekly  "during 
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his  sickness  or  disability."  An- 
other section  empowered  the 
lodge  to  alter  or  amend  .the  by-laws 
whenever  deemed  expedient. 
After  the  plaintiff  had  been  taken 
sick,  and  while  he  was  in  receipt 
of  the  weekly  sum  allowed  him, 
a  by-law  was  passed  reducing  the 
amount  of  the  payments  from  four 
dollars  to  one  a  week : 

Held,  that  the  lodge  was  bound 
to  continue  paying  the  plaintiff  the 
full  amount  to  which  he  was 
entitled  when  he  became  sick. 
{Id.) 

8.  Although  the  lodffe  had  the  right 
to  change  its  by-laws,  jret,  wluEit- 
ever  sum  any  member  is  entitled 
to  when  he  is  taken  sick  must  be 
treated  as  a  fixed  amount,  which 
cannot  be  subsequently  reduced 
duripg  the  continuance  of  the  sick 
ness.  The  right  to  this  is  a  vested 
right  whicli  cannot  be  annulled  or 
varied  while  the  disability  lasts. 
{Id.) 


BILL  OP  PARTICULARS. 

1.  In  an  action  charging  physicians 
with  a  conspiracy,  causing  the 
incarceration  of  the  plaintiff  in  an 
insane  asylum,  they  answered 
that  from  their  pro^ssional  ex- 
amination and  knowledge  of  the 
plaintiff's  health  and  mental  con- 
dition, from  frequent  observation 
of  plaintiff's  actions,  conduct  and 
habits,  and  from  information  as 
to  the  same,  they  believed  him  to 
be  insane: 

Held,  that  it  was  an  improper 
exercise  of  discretion  for  ^he 
court  to  order  the  defendants  to 
furnish  to  the  plaintiff  a  bill  of 
particulars,  specifying  the  time 
and  place,  when  ana  where  the 
actions  of  the  plaintiff  so  referred 
to  occurred,  and  what  such  ac 
tions  were,  when  and  where  the 
observations  referred  to  were 
myade  and  what  was  observed,  and 
to  preclude  the  defendants  from 
giving  evidence  of  any  matter  in 
the  premises  not  specified  in  the 
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biU  of  particulars     {Btffendatham 
agt  Green,  25  Hun,  214.) 

2.  The  power  of  the  supreme  court 
to  order  bills  of  particulars  extends 
to  all  descriptions  of  actions,  and 
it  may  be  exercised  as  well  in  be- 
half of  the  plaintiff  as  of  the  de- 
fendant {Dwight  agt  Germania 
L.  Ins.  Co.,  84  ^.  F.,  493.) 

8.  The  word  "  claim  "  in  the  provi- 
sion of  the  Qo^  of  Civil  Proced- 
ure (966,  531),  providing  that  the 
court  may  "in  any  case  direct  a 
bill  of  the  particulars  of  the  claim 
of  either  party  to  be  delivered  to 
the  adverse  party,"  includes  not 
merely  a  ground  or  cause  of  ac- 
tion upon  which  some  affirmative 
relief  is  asked,  but  also,  in  case  of 
a  defendant,  whatever  is  set  up 
by  him,  based  upon  facts  alleged 
as  the  reason  why  judgment 
should  not  go  against  hmL    (Id.) 

4.  The  said  provision  does  not  take 
away  the  power  the  court  pre 
viously  had  of  affixing  a  disability 
to  disobedience  of  an  order  direct- 
ing a  bill  of  particulars.    (Id.) 

5.  In  an  action  upon  a  policy  of  life 
insurance  certam  breaches  of  war- 
ranty in  answering  untruly  ques- 
tions in  an  application  were  set 
up  as  a  defense,  to  wit,  that  the 
insured  stated  that  he  bad  made 
no  other  application  for  insurance 
which  had  been  refused,  whereas 
he  had  made  such  applications  to 
companies  unknown  to  defendant; 
also  that  he  had  not  had  bron- 
chitis or  spitting  of  blood,  when 
in  fact  he  had  had  both  prior  to 
the  application;  also  that  he  had 
other  msurance  on  his  life  in  ad- 
dition to  those  specified  by  him. 
The  court,  on  motion  for  a  bill  of 
particulars,  directed  defendant  to 
deliver  to  plaintiff's  attorney  a 
statement  of  the  particular  times 
and  places  at  which  it  expected 
to  prove  that  the  insurea  had 
bronchitis  and  spitting  of  blood, 
also  stating  what  other  insurance 
in  addition  to  those  specified  the 


defendant  expects  or  intends  to 
prove  the  insured  had,  specLhring 
the  name  of  the  comiMmy  and  the 
date  and  amount  of  the  policy; 
also  stating  what  applications  for 
insurance  were  niftde  which  had 
not  led  to  an  assurance,  specifying 
name  of  company,  time  when  ap- 
plication was  made,  and  date  of 
application.  The  order  also  pro- 
vided that  defendant  should  be 
precluded  from  giving  evidence 
on  the  trial  of  matter  not  sped- 
fled  in  such  bill  of  particulars 
The  general  term  modified  the 
order  so  as  to  allow  defendant  to 
j^ve  in  evidence  ^neral  admis- 
sions and  declarations  of  the  in- 
sured without  regard  to  the  bill  of 
particulars: 

Heid,  that  the  court  had  power 
to  grant  such  an  order,  and  that 
the  granting  of  it  in  this  case  was 
not  such  an  abuse  of  discretion  as 
to  authorize  a  review  of  it  in  this 
court    (Id.) 

6.  The  affidavits  upon  which  the 
motion  was  maae  stated  that 
plaintiffs  do  not  know  to  what  in- 
stances the  said  averments  of  the 
answer  refer,  but  did  not  state 
that  they  do  not  know  of  some 
instances  of  the  kind  referred  ta 
It  was  claimed  that  these  allega- 
tions were  not  sufficient  to  au- 
thorize the  court  to  entertain  the 
motion: 

Held,  untenable;  that  the  affida- 
vits made  a  case  for  the  exercise 
of  the  discretion  of  the  court  (Id.) 


BOND. 

See  Shebiff. 

BeOlif  agt  Coleman,  ante,  289. 

BROKER 

1.  A  broker  to  sustain  an  action  for 
commissions  must  show  direct 
employment  of  the  principal,  or  a 
direct  authority  for  him  to  treat 
with  the  agents  of  the  principal. 
(Harper  agt  GoodaU,  ante,  288.) 
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8.  The  employment  of  a  real  estate 
broker  to  rent  the  premises  in 
which  the  family  lives  is  not 
within  the  scope  of  the  ordinary 
agency  of  the  wife,  and  special 
authority  or  ratification  must  be 
shown.    (Id.) 


BROOKLYN  ELEVATED  RAIL- 
WAY. 

1.  The  Bruff  Elevated  Railway  Com- 
pany of  Brooklyn  was  incorpo- 
rated by  an  act  passed  May  26, 1 874. 
The  authority  conferred  upon  it 
to  appropriate  the  streets  in  the 
city  IS  contained  in  section  8  of 
that  act  and  is  as  follows:  (After 
reciting  the  route  as  fixed  between 
the  East  riyer  suspension  bridge 
and  Woodhayen,  Queens  county) 
the  latter  part  of  the  act  reads 
thus:  "Or  on  such  streets  and 
ayenues  as  may  be  named  by  the 
mayor  and  common  council  of  the 
citj  of  Brooklyn  as  being  more 
suitable  for  carrying  out  the  ob- 
jects contemplated  in  the  erection 
of  said  railway."  The  common 
council  passed  a  resolution,  which, 
in  effect,  authorizes  an  eleyated 
railroad  to  be  constructed  upon 
Fulton  street  and  Myrtle  ayenue 
and  seyeral  other  streets  not  named 
in  the  said  act  of  incorporation. 
The  mayor  yetoed  the  same. 
They  claim  the  right  to  pass  said 
resolution  under  the  last  clause 
of  section  8  of  the  charter,  and 
this  nearly  eight  years  after  the 
corporate  franchise  was  granted, 
and  a  considerable  time  after  the 
railway  company  had  appropri- 
ated the  streets  named  in  its 
charter  to  its  corporate  uses. 
The  common  council  proposes  to 
pass  the  resolution  oyer  the 
mayor's  yeto,  and  an  injunction  is 
sought  by  the  plaintiff,  who  sues 
in  behalf  of  himself  and  others 
similarly  situated  to  restrain  such 
proposed  action. 

Held,  fir$t.  That  the  court  has 
the  power  to  prevent  the  com- 
mission of  illegal  acts  by  the  mem- 
bers of  the  common  council  in  a 


proper  case  and  at  the  suit  of  the 
proper  parties.  The  members  of 
the  common  council  are  mere 
agents  with  defined  and  limited 
powers.  While  the  court  cannot 
rightfully  control  the  proper  ex- 
ercise of  the  discretion  yested  in 
them,  yet  when  they  threaten  an 
abuse  or  iUegal  exercise  of  such 
discretion,  and  especially  when 
they  claim  the  riglit  to  exercise 
powers  which  they  do  not  possess, 
It  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  in- 
terpose its  authority  wheneyer  it 
becomes  necessary  for  the  protec- 
tion of  public  or  private  rights  or 
interests. 

Second.  The  right  of  the  plaintiff 
to  maintain  this  action  rests :  First 
Upon  the  familiar  principle  that 
one  who  will  be  especially  injured 
by  the  creation  of  a  public 
nuisance,  may  inyoke  the  interposi- 
tion of  the  court  to  preyent  it. 
Second.  Upon  that  proyision  of 
the  charter  of  the  city  of  Brook- 
lyn, which  makes  the  aldermen 
the  trustees,  and  the  resident  tax- 
payers eestuis  que  trustees  in  re- 
spect to  the  property  intrusted  to 
the  care  of  the  former ;  and,  Third. 
Upon  the  act  of  1881,  chapter  581, 
which    expressly  authorizes   the 

Srosecution  of  all  o£Qcers,  agents, 
;c.,  acting  on  behalf  of  any 
municipal  corporation,  by  tax- 
payers, by  action  to  preyent  any 
illegal  act. 

Third.  That  the  consent  of  the 
board  of  aldermen  is  not  suffi- 
cient without  that  of  the  mayor. 
The  statute  plainly  requires  the 
consent  of  both.  The  unanimous 
consent  of  the  common  council 
would  not  be  an  effectual  execu- 
tion of  the  power,  much  less 
would  the  consent  of  two- thirds 
of  the  members  thereof,  howeyer 
manifested.  Nor  was  the  exercise 
of  the  power  committed  to  a  single 
board  composed  of  the  mayor  and 
common  council.  But  if  such  was 
the  nature,  it  could  be  exercised 
only  upon  a  meeting  of  all.  or  a 
meeting  of  a  majority,  upon  due 
and  reasonable  notice. 

Fburth.  That  the  company  hay- 
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ing  elected  to  adopt  the  route 
designated  in  the  charter,  and  the 
mayor  and  common  council  hav- 
ing acquiesced  therein,  such  elec- 
tion has  barred  all  parties  con- 
cerned, and  has  put  an  end  to  the 
power  to  change  the  route  so 
designated. 

Fifth.  That  the  power  to  change 
the  route  was  also  annulled  by  the 
amendment  to  article  8  of  the  con- 
stitution, which  took  effect  Jan- 
uaiy  I,  1875. 

aixth.  That  the  action  of  the 
common  council  would  be  inef- 
fectual for  lack  of  power  in  the 
receivers  of  the  railroad  company 
to  accept  the  new  privileges  or 
franchises  which  the  common 
council  purpose  to  confer.  {Ne- 
gus  agt.  Uitjf  of  Brooklyn,  ante,  291.) 


BURDEN  OP  PROOF. 

1.  The  burden  of  proof  is  on  plain- 
tiff to  prove  negligence,  and  failing 
to  meet  sitch  burden  plaintiff  can- 
not recover.  {Fleming  agt.  North- 
ampton NationaZ  Batik,  ants,  177.) 

2.  Although  there  may  be  found 
fragmentary  evidence  in  favor  of 
the  party  upon  whom  the  bur- 
den of  proof  is  imposed,  yet  if  the 
testimony,  assuming  it  to  be  true, 
and  the  inferences  which  may 
fairly  be  drawn  therefrom  are,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  entirely 
insumcient  to  authorize  the  jury 
to  find  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the 
party  upon  whom  the  onua  of 
proof  is  cast,  it  is  the  dutv  of  the 
court  to  direct  the  jury  what  ver- 
dict to  render.     {Id,) 

8.  Negligence  is  not  necessarilv  a 
question  for  the  jury,  and  when 
the  evidence  is  too  slight  to  justify 
a  verdict  in  favor  of  plaintiff,  the 
court  should  direct  a  verdict  in 
favor  of  the  defendant.    {Id.) 

BANK. 

1.  Banks  who  have  in  their  posses- 
sion collateral  security  for  the  pay- 


ment of  loans  are  called  upob  to 
take  the  same  care  that  good  busi- 
ness men  or  persons  or  corpora- 
tions of  their  class  ordinarily  take 
of  such  bonds.  They  are  liable 
for  want  of  ordinary  care.  {Flem 
ing  agt.  Northampton  National 
Bank,  ante,  177.) 


CALENDAR 

See  pRErBRENCsa. 

Boberteon  agt.  ScheUhcuu  et  oL, 
ante,  489. 

1.  Where  the  right  to  a  preference 
depends  upon  tacts  which  do  not 
appear  upon  the  pleadings,  a  copy 
of  the  order  granting  the  prefer- 
ence must  be  served  with  or  be- 
fore the  notice  of  trial  or  argu- 
ment. {City  National  Bank  of 
BaUae  agt.  National  Park  Bank, 
ante,  495.) 

2.  By  serving  a  notice  of  trial  be- 
fore making  a  motion  to  have  the 
cause  preferred,  the  right  to  such 
preference  is  waived.    {Id.) 

3.  An  action  for  an  accounting  and 
partition  and  other  relief  is  not 
entitled  to  a  preference  because 
the  construction  of  a  will  is  inci- 
dentally involved  therein.  {Peyser 
agt.  Wendt,  84  N  Y.,  642.) 


I 


4.  To  give  a  cause  a  preference  un- 
der the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
fee.  791,  9ubd.  5),  as  "an  action 
;or  the  construction  of  or  adjudi- 
cation upon  a  will,"  it  must  be 
expressly  brought  for  that  pur- 
pose.   (j[d.) 

CASE. 

1.  When  after  -judgment  was  en- 
tered an  appeal  was  at  once  taken, 
a  case  made  and  served  and 
amendments  proposed  and  noticed 
for  settlement,  the  appellant  took 
no  further  steps  to  have  the  case 
settled  for  over  three  years: 

HeUi,  that   a   motion  to   then 
settle  the  case  was  properly  demed 
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for  laches,  notwithstanding  the 
judffe  before  whom  the  case  was 
tried  was  never  afterward  able  to 
administer  his  judicial  functions. 
Held,  further,  that  although  the 
appellant  may  not  have  his  case 
settled  bv  a  judg^e,  he  ma^  file  the 
case  and  exceptions  which  have 
been  settled  by  lapse  of  time. 
{Ing&rsoU  agt.  Smith,  ante,  474.) 

2.  li  teemi,  that  where,  on  appeal  to 
this  court,  cases  are  served  which 
are  defective  in  not  containing  the 
notice  of  appeal  and  the  judgment 
and  opinion  of  the  general  term, 
it  is  not  correct  practice  for  re- 
spondent's attorney  to  return  the 
case,  and,  upon  failure  to  serve 
others,  to  enter  order  dismissing 
^peal.  (BUn  agt.  Hogg9on,  84  iv. 
i»,  667.) 

8.  It  seems,  also,  that  the  proper 
practice  in  such  case  is  to  move, 
upon  notice,  to  have  the  cases  cor- 
rected, or  that  corrected  copies  be 
served,  and,  in  default  of  such 
correction,  that  appeal  be  dis- 
missed,   (id.) 


CERTIORARI. 

1.  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  section 
218S,  requring  the  hearing  on  e&r- 
tiorari  to  be  on  the  writ,  the  return 
and  the  papers  on  which  the  writ 
was  granted,  does  not  allow  the 
return  to  be  overthrown  by  the 
statements  contained  in  such  pa- 
pers— such  papers  only  estab- 
lish facts  as  to  which  the  return 
is  silent.  (See  People  ex  reL  McCar- 
thy agt.  French,  25  Hun,  111.) 


CHARGE  TO  JURY. 

/Sm  Iksakitt. 

The  Ptople  agt.  (yOannea,  ante, 
430. 

CHARITABLE  USES. 

t.  The  testator,  in  his  will,  directed 
his  executors  "to  apply"  a  por- 


tion of  his  estate  "  to  such  charita- 
ble institutions,  which  are  under 
Protestant  management,  as  my 
said  executors,  or  a  majority  of 
them  who  may  act  as  such,  may 
choose:" 

Held(m  this  action  to  test  the 
validity  of  this  clause),  that, though 
the  question  is  one  of  difficulty,  the 
bequest  is  valid,  and  should  be  en- 
forced according  to  the  directions 
of  the  testator;  and  the  charitable 
institutions  chosen  by  the  execu- 
tors from  the  class  designated 
should  be  brought  in  as  parties 
defendant  (Power  agt.  Gassidy,  79 
N.  T.,  827,  applied),  (QumbU  agt. 
Pfiuger,  arUe,  118.) 


CHATTEL  MORTGAGE. 

See  MoBTOAQB. 

Thufber  agt.  Minium,  ante,  27. 


CODE  OP  PROCEDURE. 

1.  Section  71  —  The  bringing  of  an 
action  upon  a  judgment  recovered 
in  the  supreme  court  of  this  state 
without  nrst  obtaining  the  leave 
of  the  court  so  to  do,  as  required 
by  section  71  of  the  Old  Code 
is  not  a  mere  irregularity  which  is 
waived  by  the  omission  of  the 
defendant  to  raise  the  objection, 
but  the  omission  to  obtain  such 
leave  renders  the  judgment  in- 
valid, and  the  same  will  be  set 
aside  upon  the  application  of  the 
administrator  of  the  deceased 
judgment  debtor,  made  sixteen 
years  after  the  entry  of  the  said 
judgment.  (Farish  agt.  AusUn, 
25  Hun,  430.) 

2.  Section  88  ~  By  the  amendment 
of  this  section  of  the  Code  of 
Procedure  in  1870  (sec  5,  chap. 
741,  Laws  of  1870),  striking  out 
married  women  from  the  list  of 
persons  against  whom  the  statute 
of  limitations  does  not  run,  a 
married  woman,  as  to  the  time  of 
commencing  actions,  was  placed 
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upon  the  same  footing  as  other 
persons,  and  thereafter  she  was 
bound  to  commence  her  action 
within  the  time  specified  after  the 
cause  of  action  accrued,  although 
it  had  accrued  prior  to  the  amend- 
ment. 

Accordingly,  heUd,  in  an  action 
of  ejectment  brought  by  a  married 
*  woman,  that  an  adrerse  posses- 
sion of  twenty  years  was  a  good 
defense.  (Clarke  et  al,  agt.  QHh 
b(m$et(d.,^N.  T,,  107.) 

8.  SectioB  lit  —  Where  an  action  is 
brought  for  the  recoyery  of  real 
property  by  a  grantee  in  the  name 
of  Uie  grantor,  under  this  section 
ef  the  Code,  against  parties  hold- 
ing and  claiming  title  adyersely, 
and  pending  tlie  action  the  gran- 
tee aies,  such  action  may  be  con- 
tinued with  leaye  of  the  court  in 
the  name  ef  the  decedent's  grantee 
or  devisee,  and  for  his  or  her 
benefit.  {Ward  sgt.  BeifnokU  et 
Hi,,  ante,  188.) 

4.  Sections  116,  448— Und^r  the 
provinons  of  the  Code  of  Pro- 
cedure in  reference  to  the  ap- 
pointment of  guardians  ad  Utmi 
for  infant  parties  to  ciyil  ac- 
tions, the  plamtiff  in  an  action  for 
partition  could  apply  for  and  was 
entitled  to  an  order  appointing  a 

guardian  for  a  non-resident  infant 
efendant,  without  a  previous 
service  of  the  summons  upon  or 
previous  notice  to  said  defendant 
(8e6,  1 16,  mb.  2). 

Upon  the  petition  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  a  partition  suit  an  order 
was  made,  as  prescribed  by  said 
provision,  appointing  D.  as  guar- 
dian (id  Utem  for  certain  non-resi- 
dent infant  defendants,  unless 
they,  or  some  one  in  their  behalf, 
should,  within  a  time  specified, 
after  service  upon  them  of  a  copy 
of  the  order,  procure  a  ^ardian 
to  be  appointed,  and  directing 
service  upon  the  infants  and  their 
father.  Service  was  made  as  di- 
rected, and  at  the  expiration  of 
the  time  limited,  no  steps  having 
been  taken  by  or  on  behalf  of  the 


6. 


infants,  D.  was  appointed  such 

fuardian,  and  duly  qualified, 
he  summons  was  served  upon 
him,  and  the  infants  appeared 
by  him  and  answered : 

Held,  that  this  was  sufiicient, 
both  under  said  provision  of  the 
Code  and  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  in  reference 
to  proceedings  in  partition  (2R8., 
817,  tec,  8),  which  are  made  appli- 
cable to  actions  for  partition  under 
the  Code  (eee.  448);  and,  it  appear- 
ing that  the  court  had  jurisdiction 
of  the  subject-matter,  that  a  sale 
in  pursuance  of  a  iudfipment  in  the 
action  ffave  a  valia  tiue  as  against 
said  iniant  defendants.  (doUen- 
doffs^  Qoldemia,  83  ^.  F.,  110.) 

Section  150— Plaintiff's  com- 
plaint alleged  in  substance  that 
under  color  of  a  contract  defend- 
ant fraudulently  obtained  money 
from  the  state  by  means  of  false 
representations,  false  vouchers 
and  collusion  with  state  officers. 
Defendants  set  up  as  a  counter- 
claim a  balance  due  them  from 
the  state  for  work  done  under  the 
contract.  To  the  answer  a  reply 
was  served: 

Held,  that  the  cause  of  action 
set  up  as  a  counter-claim  was  not 
one  arising  out  of  the  transaction 
upon  which  plaintiff's  claim  was 
founded,  within  the  meaning  of 
this  section  of  the  Code  of  Proce- 
dure, and  that  a  counter-claim 
founded  on  contract  was  not 
proper  in  such  an  action.  {Pdoph 
agt  Dennuon,  84  if.  F.,  272.) 

Section  227 — Under  the  provi- 
sions of  this  section  of  the  Code 
of  Procedure,  as  amended  by  sec- 
tion 6,  chapter  728,  Laws  of  1866, 
declaring  that  for  the  purposes  of 
an  attachment  an  action  shall  be 
deemed  commenced  when  the 
summons  is  issued,  provided  that 
personal  service  thereof  shall  be 
made  or  publication  commenced 
within  thirty  days,  the  vitality  of 
an  attachment  depended  upon 
compliance  with  the  terms  of  the 
proviso;  and  upon  omission  so  to 
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do,  th€  jurifldiction  which  attached 
on  granting  the  warrant  ceased. 
{Blastam  et  ai.  agt.  Btte$,  64  N.  T., 
6U.) 

7.  Section  285— An  attorney  for  the 
successful  party  in  an  action  bv 
whom  a  juo^ent  was  procured  is 
not  an  *'  individual  holding  such 
property  *'  within  the  meaning  of 
the  proTision  of  this  section  of  the 
Code  of  Procedure  authorizinc: 
the  execution  of  an  attachment  by 
service  of  a  copy.  {Aatt&r  of 
Flandrow.UN.  7.,  1.) 

8.  Section  275— Although  it  is  only 
requisite  that  a  complaint  shall 
contain  facts  constituting  a  cause 
of  action,  and  the  court  will  give 
the  relief  to  which  those  facts  enti- 
tle the  plaintiff,  whether  legal  or 
equitable  and  so  the  complaint  may 
be  framed  with  a  double  aspect,  yet 
the  plaintiff  can  have  no  relief 
that  is  not  "  consistent  with  the 
case  made  by  his  complaint  and 
embraced  within  his  issue."  (Ste- 
vens agt.  Mayor t  etc,,  of  Oitff  of 
Neu>  York,  84  if.  T,,  296.) 

9.  Section  888 — Upon  an  appeal 
from  a  judgment  against  defend- 
ant W.,  in  an  action  for  the  re- 
covery of  possession  of  real  prop- 
erty, he  gave  an  undertaking 
to  stay  proceedings,  in  the  form 
prescribed  by  this  section  of  the 
Code  of  Procedure,  containing 
among  other  things  this  provision 
that  ''during  the  possession  of 
such  property  by  the  sppeUant 
he  will  not  commit  or  suffer  to  be 
committed  any  waste  thereon." 
The  judgment  appealed  from 
was  affirmed  by  the  general  term. 
W.  appealed  to  this  court,  giving 
the  requisite  undertaking  with 
new  sureties.  While  this  appeal 
was  pending  W.,  who  remained 
in  possession,  committed  waste. 
In  an  action  on  the  undertaking 
given  on  appeal  to  the  general 
term,  hM,  that  the  surety  was 
liable  for  the  waste  so  committed ; 
that  his  liability  was  not  limited 
to  waste  committed  pending  the 


appeal  to  the  supreme  court. 
{Church  agt.  Smrrumi,  88  N.  F., 
261.) 

10.  Section  427 — Under  the  provision 
of  this  section  of  the  Code  of  Pro- 
cedure authorizing  the  bringing  of 
an  action  against  a  foreign  corpo- 
ration by  '*  a  resident  of  this  state 
for  any  cause  of  action,"  held^ 
that  an  action  was  properly 
brought  in  this  state  by  an  exec- 
utor, a  resident  therein,  upon  a 
policy  of  insurance  issued  by  a 
Connecticut  corporation  upon  the 
life  of  the  testator,  who  resided 
and  died  in  that  state,  the  will 
having  been  admitted  to  probate 
in  that  state,  and  afterward,  upon 
production  to  the  surrogate  of  an 
authenticated  copy  having  been 
admitted  to  probate  in  this  State. 
{Palmer  agt.  Phamx  Mutual  Lffe 
Iru.  Co.,  84^.  r.,  68.) 

11.  Section  427— The  plaintiff,  a  na 
tional  bank  organized  and  having  a 
place  of  business  in  New  Orleans, 
purchased,  for  value,  of  defendant, 
the  M.  and  T.  bank,  a  Louisiana 
corporation,  a  draft  drawn  on 
bankers  in  the  city  of  New  York 
for  $10,000,  payable  to  plaintiff's 
order;  the  araft  was  auly  pre- 
sented to  the  payees  at  New  York, 
and  payment  refused ;  it  was  duly 

Srotested  and  notice  given  to  the 
rawer.  An  action  was  thereupon 
commenced  in  the  supreme  court 
and  an  attachment  issued,  which 
was  served  on  said  bankers,  who 
had  funds  of  the  M.  and  T.  bank 
in  their  hands: 

nddt  that,  under  and  within  the 
meaning  of  the  provision  of  this 
section  of  the  Code  of  Procedure, 
providing  that  an  action  against  a 
foreign  corporation  may  be 
brought  in  the  supreme  court  by  a 
plaintiff  not  a  resident  of  this  state, 
"  where  the  cause  of  action  shall 
have  arisen  in  this  state,"  plaintiff 
was  to  be  regarded  as  a  non-resi- 
dent, that  the  cause  of  action 
arose  in  this  state ;  and  that,  there- 
fore, the  court  had  jurisdiction  of 
the   action.     (Hib&mia  National 
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Bank^gLLaeombeetal^HN.  T., 
867.) 


CODE  OF  CIVIL  PROCEDURE. 

1.  Section  17  —  The  provision  of 
this  section  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  authorizing  a  conven- 
tion of  the  sencral  term  justices 
and  the  chief  iudge  of  the  superior 
court  to  establish  rules  of  practice, 
does  not  empower  said  convention 
to  alter,  modify  or  annul  any  rule 
of  practice  established  by  the 
Code,  but  simplv  to  make  such 
ether  rules  as  shall  be  deemed 
necessary  and  as  are  in  harmony 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Code. 
(QormeHy  agt  MeOlynn  €taX.,9^ 
N,  r..  284.) 

3.  Section  6f  —  The  attorney  under 
this  section,  has  an  absolute  lien 
for  his  compensation.  (Larmng 
agt  Ensign,  ante,  863.) 

8.  Sections  66,  549.  1487  — Under 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  in  an 
action  in  which  the  defendant  is 
liable  to  arrest,  &nd  in  which  the 
plaintiff  is  unsuccessful  in  his 
suit,  the  latter  may  be  arrested 
and  imprisoned  b v  the  defendant's 
attorney  on  a  claim  for  costs 
And  this  is  true,  although  the 
plaintifif  did  not  exercise  his  right 
to  arrest  the  defendant,  and 
although  he  mav  have  a  perfectly 
good  case,  but  loses  his  suit  on  a 
mere  technicality.  (Park&r  agt. 
Spear,  ante,  894.) 

4  Section  158  —  Where  a  sheriff  is 
sued  for  an  escape  from  custody 
under  an  attachment  against  an 
administrator  directing  the  collec- 
tion of  interest  on  the  decretal 
sum  named  in  it,  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  recover  the  damages 
sustained  by  him  under  this  sec- 
tion, to  wit:  the  sums  awarded 
to  him  by  the  surrogate's  decree, 
with  interest  from  its  date. 

The  complaint,  in  an  action 
against  a  sheriff  for  an  escape  un- 
der an  attachment  of  a  surrogate, 


alleged  that  defendant  wrongfully 
permitted  the  debtor  to  escape;  no 
proof  of  assent  or  knowledge  was 
given  on  the  trial : 

Held,  that  a  motion  for  a  non- 
suit, because  of  failure  to  prove 
such  averment,  was  properly  de- 
nied, as  under  the  provision  of 
this  section  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  in  reference  to  such 
actions,  it  was  immaterial  whether 
the  escape  was  through  negligence 
or  voluntary  on  the  part  of  the 
sheriff ;  an  averment  and  proof 
that  the  debtor  was  at  large  beyond 
the  liberties  was  sufficient.  (Dunr 
ford  agt.  Weater,  84  N.  F. ,  445.) 

6.  Section  1 84  — A  judgment  of  fore 
closure  directing  the  sale  of  mort- 
gaged premises  by  the  sheriff  is  a 
" mandate"  in  his  hands  within 
the  meaning  of  this  provision  of 
the  ( 'ode  of  Civil  Procedure  pre- 
scribing the  duties  of  an  outgoing 
sheriff  \mb.  4),  and  an  advertise- 
ment of  the  premises  for  sale  is  a 
*' seizure*' within  said  provision. 
Wheie,  therefore,  a  sheriff  of 
the  county  of  Kings  had,  prior  to 
the  expiration  of  his  term  of  office, 
under  such  a  judgment,  advertised 

g remises  for  sale  upon  a  day  after 
is  term  had  expired: 
Held,  that  he  had  authority  and 
was  bound  to  proceed  with  and 
complete  the  sale.  {JJnion  Dime 
Samngs  Bank  agt.  Anderaan,  S^^ 
N.  ¥.,  174.) 

6.  Section  309  —  The  will  of  R.  g»ive 
to  plaintiffs  certain  legacies,  pa^a- 
ble  after  the  debts  of  the  testator 
had  been  discharged.  Plaintiffs 
brought  this  action  for  an  account- 
ing by  certain  of  the  defendants, 
as  executors  and  trustees  under 
said  will,  and  for  the  payment  of 
the  amount  found  due,  out  of  the 
property  in  their  hands;  or,  if  this 
proved  insufficient,  out  of  the  real 
estate  in  the  hands  of  the  other 
defendants,  "so  far  as  the  same 
might  be  applicable."  The  referee 
found  that  the  testator  was  in- 
solvent, that  the  real  astate  in 
question  was  sold  to  pay  debi> 
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and  the  complaint  was  dismiased. 
Defendants  appeared  by  different 
attorneys,  and  an  extra  allowance 
of  costs  was  made  to  each: 

Held,  error;  that  the  facts  fur- 
nished no  basis  on  which  an  extra 
allowance  could  be  computed  un- 
der the  provision  of  this  section 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  in 
reference  thereto,  as  there  was  no 
"recovery,"  or  "claim"  for  the 
payment  of  any  fixed  sum,  and 
"the  subject-matter  involved" 
was  plaintiffs'  interest  when  as- 
certained, which  proved  to  be 
nothing.  (Weaver  et  at.  agt.  Ely 
etal^mN.  r.,  80.) 

7.  Sections  810,  8284  — Under  these 
sections  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure the  clerk  of  the  city  court 
of  Brooklyn  is  not  entitled  to  re- 
tain to  his  own  use  any  of  the  fees 
received  by  or  the  fines  paid  to 
him,  but  must  account  therefor 
and  pay  the  same  into  the  county 
treasury.  (Matter  offeee  of  Clerk 
of  City  Court  of  BrooiUyn,  25  Hun, 
698.) 

a  Section  340  —  Chapter  480  of  the 
Laws  of  1880,  which  purported 
to  increase  the  Jurisdiction  of  the 
county  courts  from  OTie  to  three 
thousand  dollars,  is  now  of  no 
force  or  effect,  for  two  reasons: 

F^st,  Because  it  attempted  to 
amend  a  law  which  had  been 
already  repealed  in  express  terms. 
Second.  Because  it  is  in  conflict 
with  that  provision  of  the  con- 
stitution, which,  bv  necessary  im- 
plication, limits  the  Jurisdiction 
of  the  county  courts  m  this  class 
of  actions  to  those  cas««  "  in 
which  the  damages  claimed  shall 
not  exceed  $1,000^*  (TTus  isadf>erse 
io  Sweet  agt.  Flannagan,  61  Hou>., 
827).  {LenJu»rd  agt.  Lynch,  ante, 
56.) 

9.  Sections  876,  883,  sub.  7— These 
sections  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, prescribing  the  times 
within  which  actions  upon  Judg- 
ments must  be  brought,  relate 
only  to  the  remedy  by  action,  and 
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do  not  affect  the  remedy  by  execu- 
tion. (Kincaid  agt.  Siehardson,  25 
Hun,  237.) 

10.  Sections  882,  888  — In  a  suit 
against  the  cit^  for  damages  for 
injuries  sustained  from  falling 
upon  a  crosswalk  in  which  the 
complaint  alleges  that  defendant 
notwithstanding  it  was  its  duty 
to  keep  the  streets  in  good  order 
and  repair  and  not  to  suffer  the 
ice  or  snow  to  remain  in  such  con- 
dition on  the  crosswalks  as  to 
make  it  unsafe  and  dangerous  for 
foot  passengers,  had  improperly, 
carelessly,  negligently  and  unlaw- 
fully suffered  ice  and  snow  to  re- 
main upon  the  crosswalk  where 
plaintiff  fell,  in  such  a  condition 
as  to  render  it  dangerous  for  ordi- 
nary use: 

Aid  (upon  demurrer  to  answer 
setting  up  statute  of  limitations), 
that  suboi  vision  5  of  section  ^8S 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
prescribing  a  limitation  of  three 

Sears  for  actions  based  upon  neg- 
gence  does  not  apply,  and  that 
defendant's  alleged  neglect  in  suf- 
fering ice  and  snow  to  remain  on 
the  crosswalk  so  as  to  be  unsi^e 
and  dangerous  to  foot  passengers 
was  a  wrongful  act  within  the 
purview  of  section  882  prescrib- 
ing six  years  as  a  limitation  to 
actions  arising  for  such  cause. 
(Dickinson  agt  fTie  Mayor,  ^, 
of  Nmo  York,  amte,  255.) 

11.  Sections  426, 471  —  Where,  in  a 
foreclosure  suit,  the  summons  was 
personally  served  upon  two  of  the 
defendants,  minor  children,  under 
the  age  of  fourteen,  of  the  mort- 
gagor, who  died  intestate  before 
the  actibn  was  commenced,  but 
was  not  served  upon  their  mother 
or  general  guardian  : 

Held,  that  the  service  was  not 
such  as  to  ffive  the  court  Jurisdic- 
tion over  the  person  or  property 
of  the  infants,  even  though  a 
guardian  ad  Uiem  appointea  for 
them  appeared  in  the  action  and 
put  in  an  answer  for  them  ;  and 
a  Judgment  of  foreclosure  of  the 


M« 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Digest 


mortgaffe  and  sale  thereunder 
cannot  be  validated  by  acts  done 
subsequent  to  such  judsnient  and 
sale.  {BeOamy  agt  GfuhL  ante, 
460.) 

12.  Section  426— Under  the  provi- 
sion  of  this  section  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  {mtb,  8),  which  au- 
thorizes the  service  of  a  summons 
in  an  action  against  a  sheriff  by 
delivering  it  at  his  office  durins  of- 
fice hours  to  his  deputy,  clerl  or 
other  person  in  charge;  when  a 
sheriif  has  an  office  in  the  city  or 
village  where  the  county  courts 
are  held,  delivery  of  a  summons  at 
such  office  to  a  person  in  charee 
is  a  good  service,  although  the 
sheriii  has  omitted  to  file  a  notice 
of  the  place  in  the  county  clerk's 
office,  as  required  by  the  statute 
(2  R.  8,,  9ee,  65);  he  cannot,  by 
omittinff  to  file  notice,  debar  a 
suitor  or  the  ri^ht  to  serve  a  sum- 
mons, as  provided  by  the  Code. 
{Duf^ard  agt  Weawr,  84  If.  T., 
445.) 

1 8.  Section  450  —  Under  this  section, 
in  an  action  against  a  married 
woman  for  her  personal  tort,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  join  her  husband 
as  a  defendant,  and  he  is  not  a 
proper  party  to  such  action.  (FUu- 
gerald  agt.  (iuann,  ante,  881.) 

14.  Section  461  —  It  $e&m$  that  the 
provision  of  this  section  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  in  refer- 
ence to  the  manner  of  designating 
and  of  service  of  summons  upon 
unknown  defendants,  applies  to 
all  actions  in  which  service  of 
summons  may  be  by  publication, 
including  actions  for  partition. 
(B&rgentkgLWjfckoff. Sijf,  F., 669.) 

15.  Section  452  — In  action  to  annul 
a  general  assignment,  creditors 
who  are  preferred  in  it  are  entitled 
to  be  made  parties  to  it.  {Chand- 
ler agt  Bmeen,  26  Hun,  445.) 

16.  Section  488  ~  Special  demurrers 
as  known  to  the  former  practice 
were  abrogated  by  the  Code;  and 


no  pleading  is  now  demurrable  un- 
less it  is  subject  to  one  or  more  of 
the  objections  specified  in  the 
provisions  of  the  Code,  defining 
the  groimds  of  demurrer.  (Marie 
etalAgL  Oarriion,  BQ  If.  F.,  14) 

17.  Section  601  — Under  this  sec- 
tion, in  an  action  for  divorce  a 
tiTwulo,  a  defendant  may  have 
affirmative  relief.  (Finn  agt 
Finn,  ante,  8<i.) 

18.  Section  611  —  Where,  in  an  ac 
tion  brought  to  foreclose  a  mort 

Sage,  the  defendant,  without 
enying  any  of  the  allegations  of 
the  complaint  alleges  in  his 
answer  that  a  payment  has  been 
made  upon  the  bond  and  mort- 
gage, the  plaintiff  may  admit  the 
payment  and  move  upon  notice, 
under  this  section  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  for  leave  to  enter 
judement  for  the  balance  due 
under  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint, after  deducting  the  pay- 
ment (HaU  agt  HoU,  25  Hun, 
277.) 

19.  Sections  615,  616— Though  fail- 
ure to  reply,  in  a  case  where  a 
reply  is  necessary  under  the  Code, 
does  not  prevent  the  party  from 
bringing  his  cause  on  for  trial, 
yet  a  motion  by  plaintift  to  place 
the  cause  on  the  special  circuit 
calendar  was  properly  denied,  for 
the  reason  that  plaintiff  had  not 
served  a  reply,  because  the  coun- 
ter-claim being  admitted  there  was 
no  issue,  the  only  question  being 
as  to  the  amount  of  damages. 
(AdavM  i^B;t  Bobertt,  ante,  253. ) 

20.  Section  581 — The  word ' '  claim  " 
in  the  provision  of  this  section  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  pro- 
viding that  the  court  may  "in 
any  case  direct  a  bill  of  particu- 
lars of  the  daim  of  either  party  to 
be  delivered  to  the  adverse  party," 
includes  not  merely  a  rround  or 
cause  of  action  upon  which  some 
affirmative  relief  is  asked,  but 
also,  in  case  of  a  defendant,  what- 
ever is  set  up  by  him,  based  upon 
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facts  alleged  as  the  reason  why 
judgment  should  not  go  against 
him. 

The  said  proyision  does  not  take 
away  the  power  the  court  previ- 
ously had  of  affixing  a  disability 
to  disobedience  of  an  order  di- 
recting a  bill  of  particulars. 
{Dwight  St  al.  9LgL  Q&r.  Lffe  Im, 
Co,,  UK  T.,m.) 

21.  Section  686  —  In  an  action  for 
seduction  under  this  section  of 
the  Code  of  Ciyil  Procedure,  the 
defendant  is  only  required  to  set 
forth  in  his  answer  the  facts 
which  he  seeks  to  prove  as  "  tend- 
ing to  mitigate  or  otherwise  re- 
duce the  plaintiif's  damages/' 
when  such  facts  tend  to  disprove 
malice,  and  so  diminish  or  reduce 
the  punitive  or  exemplary  dam- 
ages which  the  plaintiff  may  be 
entitled  to  recover.  That  section 
does  not  prevent  him  from  prov- 
ing, under  a  general  denial,  any 
facts  which  tend  to  diminish  or 
reduce  the  actual  damages  which 
the  plaintiff  claims  to  nave  sus- 
tained. (WandeU  agt.  Edtoards, 
25  Hun,  498.) 

22.  Section  546  —  i2  Beems  that  the 
remedy  for  indeflniteness  is  not 
by  demurrer  but  by  motion. 
(Marie  et  oL  agt.  Oameon,  88  K 

28.  Section  549— In  an  action  brought 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  to  recover  moneys  alleged 
to  have  been  lost  in  gaming,  the 
defendant  is  not  subject  to  arrest, 
as  the  statute  does  not  expressly 
give  the  right  of  arrest;  and  it 
would  be  a  forced  and  improper 
construction  to  sav  that  the  case 
was  brought  withm  this  provision 
of  the  Code,  which  gives  to  a  plain- 
tiff the  right  to  arrest  a  defendant 
where  the  action  is  for  "  an  injury 
to  property  Including  the  wrong- 
ful taking  and  detention  or  con- 
version of  personal  property." 
(Ttmpkins  agt.  Smith,  ante,  499.) 

84.  Section  599— An  allegation  in  the 


amended  answer  that  "  the  execu* 
tions  were  returned  by  the  deputy 
having  the  same  in  charge,  at 
the  request  and  by  the  direction 
of  the  attorney  of  the  plaintiff 
in  said  executions,  without  the 
knowledge,  privity  or  consent  of 
defendant  (the  sheriff),"  does  not 
constitute  a  defense  under  this 
section  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure 

The  return  of  the  execution  by 
the  deputy  or  under  sheriff  before 
the  return  day  was  the  act  of  the 
sheriff  and  was  entirely  voluntair 
on  his  part  for  aught  that  & 
alleged  in  the  answer,  and  it  con- 
stitutes no  defense,  either  under 
the  statute  or  independently  of  it. 
(DauglasB  agt.  Biaberttro,  ante, 
455.) 

25.  Section  685  —  A  person  Who  has 
been  induced  to  make  advances 
upon  the  faith  of  forged  bills, 
notes  and  acceptances,  has  sus- 
tained an  "mjvaj  to  personal 
property  "  withm  the  meaning  of 
these  terms  as  used  in  subdivision 
8  of  this  section  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  prescribing  the 
cases  in  which  an  attachment  nu^ 
be  granted.  (Bogart  agt  Dart,  & 
Hun,  895.) 

26.  Section  686  —  A  statement  in  an 
affidavit  upon  an  application  far 
an  attachment  that  **  the  defend- 
ant is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in 
the  sum  stated,  and  that  he  is 
justly  entitled  to  recover  said 
sum,"  does  not  satisfy  the  require- 
ment of  this  section  of  the  Code, 
that  the  affidavit  must  show  that 
the  debt  due  was  over  and  above 
"all  counter-claims."  {Rupperi 
agt  Haug,  ante,  864.) 

27.  Section  640— Where  an  attach- 
ment against  property  is  vacated, 
the  taxable  costs  and  all  reasonable 
counsel  fees,  on  a  motion  neces- 
sary to  get  rid  of  the  attachment, 
may  be  recovered  upon  the  under- 
taking filed  upon  obtaining  the 
attachment  (Baere  agt.  Arm- 
itfongy  ante,  515.) 
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28.  Section  641  —  It  was  claimed 
that  plaintiff  was   entitled   to  a 

Judgment  for  the  surplus  of  her 
udgments    over    the     amounts 
claimed  in  the  attachments: 

Hddf  untenable;  that  as  the 
sheriff  was  required  to  keep  so 
much  of  the  property  as  would  sat- 
isfy the  attachment  demands,  with 
costs  and  expenses  {Code  of  Pro.^ 
see.  282;  Code  of  GMl  Pro.  see,  641), 
he  had  a  right  to  exercise  a  rea- 
sonable discretion  as  to  the 
amount  so  to  be  retained.  (  WeMe 
agt.  Connor,  88  iV.  Y.,  281.) 

29.  Sections  649,  706,  1869  —  In  is- 
suing an  execution  in  a  case 
where  real  property  has  been  at- 
tached, the  command  to  the  sheriff 
should,  among  other  things, 
require  him  to  satisfy  the  juag- 
ment  out  of  the  real  property  be- 
longing to  the  judgment  debtor 
"  on  the  day  when  the  attachment 
was  levied  thereon,"  and  on  the 
day  when  the  judgment  was  so 
docketed. 

In  this  respect  sections  649,  708 
<M^.  2)  and  1869  of  the  Code  of 
Oivil  Procedure  are  all  to  have 
operation  in  harmony. 

Where  the  notice  of  sale  is  cor- 
rect as  to  date  of  the  attachment 
lien,  the  execution  and  certificates 
of  sale  made  thereon  may,  if 
inaccurate,  be  amended,  nunc  pro 
tunc,  to  conform  to  the  fact 
(  Wookoorth  et  al.  agt  Taylor,  ante, 
90.) 

80.  Section  666 — Where  goods  con- 
sisting of  underwear,  neckties, 
shirts,  jewelrjr,  ffloves,  umbrellas, 
Ac.,  were  levied  upon  under  an 
attachment  and  sold  at  auction 
under  direction  of  the  court,  as 
*' perishable:" 

Held,  that  the  fact  that  goods 
will  depreciate  in  value  because 
of  changes  in  their  styles  and 
fashions,  is  not  of  itself  sufficient 
under  this  section  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  to  render  the 
property  perishable,  it  being  the 
fashion,  not  the  article  that  is  per- 


ishable.   (IfM  agt  Spring,  ante, 
610.) 

81.  Sections  660,  661  —  Attachment 
—examination  of  a  party  refusing 
to  give  a  certflcate  of  the  prop- 
erty of  the  debtor  held  by  lum — 
wliat  proceedings  may  be  taken. 
{Buckingham  agt  WhUe,  26  Huti, 
441.) 

82.  Section  661  —  Upon  an  examina- 
tion of  one  Brooks,  ordered  under 
this  section  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  because  of  his  refusal 
to  furnish  the  sheriff  with  a  cer- 
tificate stating  the  amount,  nature 
and  description  of  property  in  his 
possession  belonging  to  the  de- 
lendant,  against  whom  a  warrant 
of  attachment  had  been  issued,  it 
appeared  that  Brooks  had  at  the 
time  of  the  issue  of  the  warrant  a 
note  belonging  to  the  defendant 
secured  by  a  mortgage,  which  had 
been  put  by  Brooks  in  the  safe 
of  another  person  and  there 
locked  up : 

Held,  that  the  court  should 
make  an  order  requiring  Brooks 
to  deliver  the  note  and  mortgage 
to  the  sheriff.  (HaU  agt  Brooks, 
26  Hun,  677.) 

88.  Section  682 — A  receiver  of  a 
foreign  national  bank,  though  not 
a  party  to  the  action,  has  such  a 
itatui^  under  this  section  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  as  will 
authorize  him  to  move  to  set  aside 
attachment  proceedings. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  section 
which  requires  the  applicant  to 
become  a  party  to  the  action.  It 
is  the  practice  to  allow  such 
motions  to  be  made  without  im- 
posing upon  the  applicant  the 
condition  that  he  shall  ask  to  be 
made  a  party  to  the  action  in 
which  the  attachment  was  issued. 
{BooMb  Bank  of  New  York  agt 
Mechanict^  National  Bank  of  New- 
ark,  ante,  422.) 

84.  Section  688  —  Where  an  applica- 
tion to  vacate  an  attachment  is 
made  to  the  court,  upon  nc^ce, 
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the  presiding  Judge  need  not  be 
the  one  who  granted  the  attach- 
ment. (BupjSrt  agt.  Bang,  ante, 
864.) 

85.  Section  728 — An  order  of  the 
county  court  granting  a  motion  to 
amena  an  answer  under  section 
728  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Proced- 
ure, affects  **  a  substantial  right/' 
and  is  appealable  {See  Bowen  agt 
Widner,  12  W.  Dig.,  525). 

Upon  such  an  appeal  the  merits 
will  be  considereo.  (New  agt 
Aland,  ante,  185.) 


Section  728  —  That  executions 
were  not  tested,  and  that  a  body 
execution  did  not  specify  the  time 
when  it  was  returnable  on  such 
irregularities  as  might  have  been 
amended  under  this  section. 
(Douglass  figt.  Haberstro,  ante,  465,) 


87.  Section  728  — This  action  was 
brought  against  the  defendants, 
Remmgtoir  s  Agricultural  Works, 
a  corporation  duly  formed  under 
the  laws  of  this  state,  to  recover 
for  the  breach  of  a  contract 
alleged  to  have  been  made  by 
it  The  summons  and  complaint 
were  served  bv  delivering  the 
same  to  Philo  Remington,  as  one 
of  the  defendant's  officers.  In 
fact  the  contract  was  not  made 
bv  the  defendant,  but  was  made, 
if  at  all,  by  a  partnership  consist- 
ing of  Philo  Remington,  Samuel 
Remineton  and  Eliphalet  Reming- 
ton, which  had  bought  out  the 
business  of  the  defendant  and 
was  carrying  on  business  under 
the  nam^  of  the  Remington  Agri- 
cultural Company.  Upon  learn- 
ing these  facta  the  plaintiff,  after 
issue  had  been  joined,  applied  for 
leave  to  amend  the  summons  and 
complaint  by  striking  out  the  de- 
fendant's name  and  substituting 
therefor  the  names  of  the  three 
partners: 

Held,  that  under  this  section  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  the 
court  had  power  in  its  discretion 
to  grant  the  amendment,    (N,  T. 


MUc    Pan    Co.   agt.    Bemingtan 
Works,  25  Hun,  475.) 

88.  Sections  724,  788  —  A  Judgment 
entered  without  service  of  process 
is  not  within  the  remedial  scope  of 
these  sections.  (BdUjmy  agt. 
GitM,  ante,  480.) 

89.  Section  728— Under  this  sec- 
tion in  an  action  upon  a  contract 
the  general  term  nas  power,  on 
appeal  from  a  Judgment  for  plain- 
tin,  to  amend  the  complaint  so  as 
to  make  it  conform  to  Uie  terms 
of  the  contract  as  proved  upon 
the  trial.  (Harris  agt.  Tumbridge. 
88  N.  T.,  92.) 

40.  Sections  765,  1671— Where  an 
action  was  commenced  by  A. 
against  B.  to  foreclose  a  mortgage 
and,  after  Us  pendens  filed,  B.  con- 
veyed the  premises  to  C,  and 
thereafter  B.  died  and  0.  was 
made  administrator  of  B.,  the 
action  was  revived  and  con- 
tinued against  C,  as  administra- 
tor, and  a  decree  of  foreclosure 
and  sale  was  entered : 

Held,  that  the  action  was  prop- 
erly revived.  Under  section  1671 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
C. ,  as  a  grantee  subsequent  to  the 
filing  of  the  hs  pendens,  is  bound 
by  an  the  proceedings  in  the  action 
to  the  same  extent  as  if  he  were  a 
party  and  his  equity  of  redemption 
was  cut  off  by  the  decree. 

Whether  a  judgment  in  per- 
sonam for  deficiency  could  be 
entered  against  C. ,  qtutre  f  ( Weyh 
agt.  Boylan,  ante,  897.) 

41.  Section  76D  —  It  is  only  such  mo- 
tions as  are  to  be  upon  notice  that 
are  required  to  be  made  with- 
in the  judicial  district  in  which 
the  action  is  triable  or  in  a 
county  adjoining  that  in  which 
it  is  triable.  Where  notice  is 
not  required  to  be  given,  then  the 
application  is  not  within  the 
terms  of  the  restraint  created  by 
this  section,  and  it  may  be  msAe 
elsewhere.  The  jurisdiction  in 
such  a  case  is  necessarily  of  a  gen- 


460 


NEW  TORE  PRACTICE  REPORTa 


Digest 


eral  character,  and  not  restricted 
to  the  district  in  which  the  court 
may  be  held.  {Mhrimnan  agt  Pid- 
eoek,  ante,  827.) 

42.  Section  780 — Under  this  section 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
a  county  Judge  cannot  make  an 
order,  requiring  a  party  to  show 
cause  why  an  application  should 
not  be  granted,  which  is  returna- 
ble in  less  than  eight  days  at  a 
special  term  of  the  supreme  court 
An  order  shortening  the  term  of 
service  can  only  be  made  by  the 
court  before  which  the  order  is 
returnable  or  a  Judge  thereof. 
(LcMTkin  agt.  Stede,  26  Hun,  254.) 

48.  Section  791  —  Notwithstanding 
the  provision  of  this  section  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
giving  preferences  among  civil 
causes,  a  party  claiming  a  pref- 
erence in  this  court  must  com- 
ply with  the  directions  of  Rule 
20;  I.  0.,  he  must  state  such 
claim  in  his  notice  of  arapment, 
and  thegrounds  of  the  preference, 
&c.  (THyftwagt.  Wing,  83  JV.  T., 
527.) 

44.  Section  791  —  To  five  a  cause  a 
preference  under  this  section  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  (mb. 
5),  as  "  an  action  for  the  construc- 
tion of  or  adjudication  upon  a 
will,"  it  must  be  expressly  brought 
for  that  purpose.  (.Fiyeer  SgL, 
W»ndt,^N.  r.,  642.) 

45.  Sections  791.  798  ~  Where  the 
right  to  a  preference  does  not  ap- 
pear in  the  pleadings,  the  order 
giving  the  preference  should  be 
obtained  before  notice  of  trial,  and 
should  be  served  either  before  or 
with  the  notice. 

Where  a  plaintiff  first  notices 
the  cause  for  trial,  without  having 
obtained  the  preliminary  order  as 
required,  he  waives  his  right  to  a 
preference.  {RoberUon  agt.  ^uU- 
mas  et  al. ,  ante,  489.) 

46.  Sections  791,  793  — Where  the 
right  to  a  preference  depends  upon 


facts  which  do  not  appear  upon 
the  pleadings,  a  copy  of  the  oraer 
granting  the  preference  must  be 
served  with  or  before  the  notice 
of  trial  or  argument 

By  serving  a  notice  of  trial  be- 
fore making  a  motion  to  have  the 
cause  preferred,  the  right  to  sudi 
preference  is  waived.  (OUy  Ufa- 
tUnuU  BankofDaUae  agt  Ifdiionial 
Park  Bank,  ante,  495.) 

47.  Section  808— The  plaintiffs  ob- 
tained an  order  for  discovery  upon 
a  petition  alleging  upon  iniorma 
tion  and  belief,  that  defendants 
had  in  their  possession  certain  let 
ters  and  bills  of  lading  relating  to 
the  goods  mentioned  m  the  com- 
plaint, and  books  of  account  con- 
taining entries  relating  to  them, 
and  that  said  books  and  papers  re- 
lated to  the  merits  of  the  action, 
and  their  inspection  was  necessaiy 
to  prepare  the  case  for  trial : 

Jueid,  1.  That  the  possession  by 
defendants  of  these  books  and 
napers,  in  the  absence  of  denial 
by  them,  must  be  assumed;  that 
if  they  exist,  they  would  neces- 
sarily relate  to  the  merits  of  the 
action,  and  that,  therefore,  a  case 
is  made  out  for  a  discovery,  under 
this  section  of  the  Code. 

2.  The  defendants'  claim  that 
no  discovery  can  be  ordered,  ex- 
cept in  the  cases  mentioned  in 
nile  14  of  the  supreme  court  rules 
is  untenable,  as  uy  the  provisions 
of  section  804  to  808  of  the  Code, 
the  general  rules  of  practice  may 
enlarge  section  808  and  the  follow- 
ing sections,  but  they  have  no 
power  to  restrict  the  operations  of 
those  sections.  (Amriwik  agt 
North,  ante,  115.) 


48.  Section  829— Where  a  plaintiff, 
suinff  as  executor,  proves  by  a 
thirdf  person  a  conversation  be- 
tween his  testator  and  the  defend- 
ant, it  is  competent  for  the  de- 
fendant to  state  whether  the  con- 
versation testified  to  ever  took 
place.  (Oorham  agt  Price,  25  Hun, 
11.) 
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49.  Section  882— The  Code  of  CivU 
Procedure  was  intended  to  apply 
only  to  ciyil  actions  and  proceed- 
ines,  except  where  otherwise  pro- 
vided ;  and  this  section,  dedarinfl^ 
"  a  person  who  has  been  conrictea 
of  crime  or  misdemeanor  "  to  be, 
notwithstanding,  a  competent  wit- 
ness, before  the  amendment  of 
1879  making  such  convict  "a 
competent  witness  in  a  civU  or 
criminal  action  or  special  pro- 
ceedings," did  not  remove  the 
statutory  disqualification  as  a  wit- 
ness of  a  person  convicted  and 
sentenced  for  a  felony. 

Though  the  record  is  the  best 
evidence  of  a  conviction,  yet  al- 
though no  foundation  has  been 
laid  for  secondary  evidence,  if 
without  objection  from  either 
witness  or  party  the  fact  of  such 
conviction  is  proved  by  parol, 
and  is  not  disputed,  it  cannot  be 
disregarded.  (-Rwryagt.  ThePea- 
ple,  ante,  148.) 

00.  Section  921  — il^  seems  that  the 
certificate  of  a  clerk  of  the  proper 
county  as  to  the  non-filing  of  the 
certificate  that  the  whole  capital 
stock  of  a  corporation  has  been 
paid  in  is  defective  where  it  omits 
to  state  that  diligent  search  for  it 
has  been  made  in  his  office  as 
required  by  this  section.  (Briggs 
et  al,  agt.  Waldron,  88  ilT.  F., 
582). 


01.  Sections  988, 987  —  As  an  action 
under  the  manufacturing  act  (see, 
16,  chap.  40,  Laws  of  1848),  against 
an  officer  of  a  corporation  organ- 
ized under  it,  to  recover  a  debt  of 
the  corporation,  on  the  ground 
that  such  officer  has  signed  a  false 
report,  is  a  penal  action,  it  is  local 
((Me  of  Oiva  Procedure,  sec.  988) 
and  must  be  tried  in  the  county 
where  the  cause  of  action  or  some 
part  thereof  arose. 

As  the  cause  of  action  is  solely 
the  false  report,  it  arises  in  tne 
county  where  said  report  was 
made  and  filed,  and  the  venue 
should  be  laid  in  that  county, 
although   the   debt  against  the 


company  may  have  originated  in 
anotner. 

The  right  of  the  defendant  in 
such  an  action  to  have  the  place 
of  trial  changed  to  the  proper 
county,  where  the  venue  is  laid  in 
another,  is  an  absolute  one,  and 
his  motion  to  secure  that  right 
cannot  be  defeated  by  proof  show- 
ing that  the  convenience  of  wit- 
nesses and  the  ends  of  justice 
would  be  promoted  by  retaining 
the  place  of  trial  as  stated  in  the 
complaint. 

It  seems,  that  the  proper  practice 
in  such  case  is  to  order  the  change 
upon  defendant's  motion,  and  then 
ii  plaintiff  desires  a  change  on  the 
pounds  upon  which  such  change 
IS  authorized  bjr  the  Code  (sec  967) 
he  must  make  ms  motion.  ( Veeder 
agt.  Baker,  ^N.T.,  166.) 

62.  Section  997— When  after  lodg- 
ment was  entered  an  appeal  was 
at  once  taken,  a  case  made  and 
served  and  amendments  proposed 
and  noticed  for  settlement,  the 
appellant  took  no  further  steps  to 
have  the  case  settled  for  over 
three  years: 

Heidt  that  a  motion  to  then  set- 
tle the  case  was  properly  denied 
for  laches,  notwithstanding  the 
judge  before  whom  the  case  was 
tried  was  never  afterward  able  to 
administer  his  judicial  functions. 

Held,  further,  that  although  the 
appellant  may  not  have  his  case 
settled  by  a  judge,  he  may  file  the 
case  and  exceptions  which  have 
been  settled  by  lapse  of  time. 
(IngersoU  agt.  /Smith,  arite,  474.) 

68.  Section  997  — Where  findings 
contained  in  the  case,  as  settl^ 
by  a  referee,  differ  from  those 
contained  in  his  report,  the  former 
will  be  deemed  correct,  as  it  is 
upon  the  case  that  exceptions 
stand.  (Schmtiffer  agt  Raymond 
et  al.,  83  N.  T.,  192.) 

64.  Section  999— The  entry  of  a 
final  order  granting  a  motion  for 
a  new  trial  on  the  minutes  does  not 
prevent  the  judge  upon  the  same 
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papers  from  listeninff  to  a  rehear- 
ing on  application  of  the  defeated 
party,  and  making  an  order  va 
eating  the  former  final  order,  and 
deciding  the  motion  the  other 
way  by  denying  it.  {BemgagL 
Mettger,  ante,  855.) 

55.  Sections  1000-1005— -An  order 
sending  the  exceptions  to  the 
ffeneral  term  to  be  heard  in  the 
first  instance  does  not  suspend  the 
entry  of  judgment,  unless  the 
order  as  entered  also  provides 
for  the  suspension  of  judgment 
upon  the  verdict. 

The  motion  to  be  nuide  in  the 
general  term  is  for  a  new  trial  on 
uie  exceptions,  and  all  that  court 
has  power  to  do  is  to  grant  or  re- 
fuse the  motion.  (D<niglas$  agt. 
Hab&ntro,  ants,  29.) 

56.  Section  1000— Where  an  action 
tried  at  a  circuit,  before  the  court 
and  a  jury,  a  nonsuit  has  been 
granted,  the  court  cannot,  since 
the  passage  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  order  the  exceptions  to 
be  heard  in  the  first  instance  at 
the  general  term.  {Sedy  agt.  N. 
T.aandff.ILRR  Oo.,2iHun, 
281.) 

57.  Section  1019  —  A  referee  is  not 
bound  to  part  with  his  report  with- 
out payment  of  his  legal  fees,  and 
when  hjB  has  his  report  ready 
within  the  statutory  time  and 
offers  to  deliver  it  on  payment  of 
such  fees,  the  offer  wiU  be  deemed 
a  sufficient  delivery  to  prevent  a 
forfeiture  of  fees  declared  by  this 
section  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure. {Oeib  agt  Topping,  83 
Jf.  T„  46.) 

6^  Section  10  iS — The  provision  of 
this  section  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  fixing  and  determin- 
ing the  practice  as  to  findings  bv 
the  court  or  a  referee,  and  provid- 
ing that  requests  to  find  shall  be 
made  and  the  proposed  findings 
passed  upon  before  the  final  de- 
cision or  report,  is  inconsistent 
with  that  portion  of  Rule  82  as  it 


stood  prior  to  the  last  amendment 
(adopted  December  17, 1880;  went 
into  effect  March  1,  1881),  which 
authorized  findings  of  fact  upon 
settlement  of  the  case,  and  ren- 
dered so  much  of  said  rule  inoper- 
ative. {Qcrmmly  agt  MeQlywn  ei 
aL,BiN.  F.,  28l) 

69.  Section  1207  —  Although  it  is 
onlv  requisite  that  a  complaint 
shall  contain  facts  constituting  a 
cause  of  action,  and  the  court 
will  give  the  relief  to  which  those 
facts  entitle  the  plaintiff,  whether 
legal  or  equitable,  and  so  the  com- 

Slaint  may  be  framed  with  a 
ouble  aspect,  yet  the  plaintiff  can 
have  no  relief  that  is  not  "con- 
sistent with  the  case  madn  by  hie 
complaint  and  embraced  within 
the  issue."  {St&tens  agt.  Mayor, 
^.,  <2f  City  of  New  York,  84  If.T., 

00.  Section  1837  — It  is  competent 
for  a  person  against  whom  supple- 
mentary proceedings  for  the  col- 
lection of  a  tax  have  been  insti- 
tuted, ex  parte,  under  the  statute 
of  1867  (chap.  361,  Laws  of  1867), 
to  move  for  a  dissolution  of  the 
order  for  his  appearance  and  ex- 
amination on  the  ground  that  was 
improvidently  granted. 

Where,  upon  such  motion,  the 
question  as  to  whether  the  person 
proceeded  against  was  a  resident 
of  the  county  was  in  dispute,  and 
the  evidence  in  relation  thereto 
was  confiicting,  held,  that  the 
question  was  not  reviewable  here. 
{BaeeeU  agt  Wheeler,  84  JV.  T., 
466.) 

61.  Section  1840— Where  an  appeal 
lies  under.  (Warmer  agt.  Hen- 
derson, 25  Hun,  80S.) 

62.  Section  1866  — An  execution  is 
valid  without  any  teste.  {People 
ex  rd.  Brown  igL  Van  Hoeeen, 
ante,  76.) 

68.  Section  1487  — Where,  in  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  money  received, 
an  order  of  arrest  was  granted 
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against  the  two  defendants,  who 
were  copartners,  upon  facts  ex- 
trinsic to  the  cause  of  action  set 
up  in  the  complaint,  and  such 
order  of  arrest  nvas  executed 
against  one  defendant,  and  judg- 
ment was  afterwards  entered 
against  the  defendants  and  execu- 
tion issued  against  the  property 
of  both,  and  then  the  execution 
against  the  person  of  the  defend- 
ant against  whom  the  order  of 
arrest  was  executed  was  issued : 

Held,  that  such  execution 
against  the  person  was  valid,  not- 
withstanding the  order  of  arrest 
was  not  executed  as  against  both 
the  defendants,  and  the  execution 
issued  did  not  run  against  both 
the  defendants.  {Whitman  agt. 
James,  ante,  132.) 

64.  Section  1778  — Aji  ordinary  life 
insurance  policy  is  not  an  instru- 
ment "for  the  absolute  payment 
of  money  upon  demand,  or  at  a 
particular  time  "  within  the  mean- 
ing of  this  section  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  providing  that, 
in  an  action  against  a  domestic  or 
foreign  corporation,  upon  such  an 
instrument,  the  defendant  must 
serve  with  his  answer  a  copy  of 
an  order  of  a  judge  directing  that 
the  issues  presented  by  the  plead- 
ings be  tried.  (AfeKee  agt.  Metro- 
ptmian  Life  Insurance  Co. ,  2o  Hun, 
688.) 

05.  Section  1780—  Where  a  suit  is 
brought  against  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion, though  a  general  appearance 
by  defendant  before  answering 
^ives  the  court  jurisdiction  over 
Its  person,  it  does  not  necessarily 
give  jurisdiction  over  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  action,  and  where 
some  of  the  plaintiffs  are  non- 
residents, the  complaint  must  be 
dismissed  as  to  them,  a  case  not 
being  made  out  under  this  section 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 
{Ervin  and  others  agt.  The  Oregon 
JSaUway  and  Navigation  Company, 
ante,  490.) 

66.  Section  1919  — Under  this  sec- 


tion, an  action  may  be  maintained 
bj  a  member  of  a  benevolent  so- 
ciety against  the  treasurer  of  such 
society  to  recover  from  the  funds 
of  the  same  certain  moneys  alleged 
to  be  due  him  by  reason  of  sick- 
ness. (Poidtney  agt.  Baehman^ 
ante,  466.) 

67.  Section  1919  — When  an  unin- 
corporated association,  consisting 
of  more  than  seven  members,  has 
been  formed,  and  has  adapted  by- 
laws and  elected  a  treasurer,  an 
action  cannot  be  maintained 
against  the  individual  members 
thereof  upon  a  debt  due  from  the 
association,  unless  an  action  has 
first  been  brought  against  its  presi- 
dent or  treasurer,  as  prescribed  by 
this  section  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure.  (Flagg  agt.  Swift,  25 
Hun,  623.) 

68.  Section  2188  —  Requiring  the 
hearing  on  certiorari  to  be  ou  the 
writ,  the  return  and  the  papers  on 
which  the  writ  was  granted  does 
not  allow  the  return  to  be  over- 
thrown by  the  statements  con- 
tained in  such  papers.  Such  papers 
only  establish  facts  as  to  which 
the  return  is  silent.  {People  ex 
ret.  McCarthy  agt.  French,  25  Han, 
111.) 

69.  Section  2260  — A  judgment  of 
a  county  court  affirming  a  final 
order  or  judgment  of  a  justice  of 
the  peace  in  summary  proceed- 
ings, is  appealable  to  the  general 
term.  {Warner  agt.  Henderson, 
25  Hun,  808.) 

70.  Section  2484  — This  section  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Proceduie  con- 
fers power  to  institute  supplemen- 
tary proceedings  l)efore  a  judge 
of  the  supreme  court  in  the  city 
of  New  York  in  an  action  in 
which  an  execution  has  issued 
out  of  that  court.  (Baldwin  agt. 
Perry,  25  Hun,  72.) 

71.  Sections  2706-2714- In  the  pro- 
ceedings authorized  by  these 
sections  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
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cedure  for  the  discoyery  of  prop- 
erty of  a  decedent,  wrongfulfy 
withheld  from  his  legal  repreeen- 
tatives,  the  question  of  possession 
only  and  not  that  of  title  can  be 
examined,  and  the  said  sections 
are  not  in  conflict  with  the  provis- 
ions of  the  constitution  declaring 
that  no  person  shall  be  deprived 
of  life,  liberty  or  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law,  and  that 
trial  by  Jury  in  all  cases  in  which 
he  has  been  heretofore  used  shall 
remain  inviolate.  (Matter  of  Curry y 
25  Hun,  821.) 

72  Section  2798  — The  words 
"  within  four  years  before  the 
sale,"  in  relation  to  the  payment 
into  the  proper  surrogate's  court 
of  surplus  moneys  arising  on  sale 
of  real  estate,  relate  to  the  date 
of  the  sale  and  not  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action  or  pro- 
ceeding resulting  in  the  sale. 
( White  agt  P&iUon,  25  Hun,  69.) 

73.  Sections  2870-2874  — In  pro- 
ceedings before  a  justice  of  the 
peace  to  procure  the  commitment 
of  one  alleged  to  have  been 
guilty  of  a  criminal  contempt,  as 
provided  by  these  sections  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  the 
party  accused  is  entitled  to  be 
swor  and  to  testify  in  his  own 
behalf,  and  to  have  the  testimony 
of  witnesses  produced  by  him 
taken,  and  a  refusal  of  the  justice 
to  receive  such  testimony  will 
render  the  commitment  void. 
{Peoj)le  ex  rel.  Se/UoHter  agt.  Porter, 
25  Hun,  001.) 

74.  Section  8046  — Where  a  notice 
of  appeal  from  the  judgment  of 
a  justices'  court  was  dated  June 
17,  188 1,  was  signed  "C.  E.  Howe, 
appellant's  attorney,"  and  was 
served  with  an  undertaking  in 
due  form  to  stay  execution,  signed 
and  acknowledged  by  the  appel- 
lant in  person: 

Hdd,  that  was  sufQcient. 

The  notice  of  appeal  is  a  man- 
date of  the  count^  court,  is  prop- 
erly entitled  therein,  and  governed 


by  the  same  eeneral  principles  as 
other  proceedings  in  a  court  of 
record.  A  par^  may  sign  it  as 
attorney  in  peraon«  adding  oflice 
address  or  place  of  business,  resi- 
dence or  other  place  where  papers 
may  be  served  upon  him  as  re- 
quired by  Rule  2,  general  niles  of 
practice,  or  by  an  nttomey-atrlaw, 
and  cannot  be  signed  by  an  attoT' 
ney  in  fact  or  an  agent  as  such. 
{Biekop  agt  Van  Veehten,  ante,  261.) 

75.  Section  8228  —  The  cosU  award- 
ed by  this  section  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  apply  only  to 
actions  in  certain  of  the  courts  of 
record.  (Comb9  agt  Combe,  ante, 
804.) 

76.  Sections  8228, 8229, 8245.  3248- 
In  an  action  against  a  municipal 
corporation,  a  plaintiff  demanding 
judgment  for  a  sum  of  money 
only,  who  fails  to  present  his  claim 
for  payment  to  the  chief  fiscal 
officer  (»'.  e,,  the  treasurer)  of  such 
corporation  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action,  cannot,  under 
section  8245  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  be  awarded  costs,  al- 
though he  recover  a  verdict 
against  the  corporation.  It  is  no 
answer  to  this  requirement  that 
the  chief  fiscal  officer  is  not  au- 
thorized to  adjust  and  pay  Uie 
claim  on  presentation. 

When  the  plaintiff  fails  to  so 
present  his  claim,  and  recovers  the 
sum  of  fifty  dollars  or  more,  the 
defendant  does  not,  by  reason  of 
the  plaintiff's  not  being  entitled  to 
costs,  become  entitl^  thereto; 
that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to 
costs  under  such  circumstances  is 
not  a  case  specified  in  section  8228 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
and  the  defendant  is,  therefore, 
not  entitled  to  costs  under  section 
8229. 

A  plaintiff  who  recovers  a  judg- 
ment against  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion for  more  than  fifty  dollars, 
should  not  be  subjected  to  the  pay- 
ment of  costs,  as  a  penalty  for 
non- presentation  of  his  claim,  in 
addition  to  being  deprived  of  the 
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right  to  costs  giyen  in  other 
cases. 

The  certificate  to  entitle  a  party 
to  costs,  &c.,  provided  for  by  sec- 
tion 8248  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  is  of  some  fact  appear- 
ing on  the  trial,  and  has  no  appli- 
cation to  facts  extrinsic  to  the 
action,  and  which  have  no  connec- 
tion with  the  issue. 

The  non-presentation  of  a  claim 
against  a  municipal  corporation 
to  its  chief  fiscal  officer,  is  not  a 
defense  to  the  action,  and  not  a 
fact  involved  in  the  trial ;  and  the 
certificate  referred  to  in  section 
8248  is  not  required  as  to  the  fact 
of  non-presentation.  (BMne  agt. 
(/%  ofJiocheHer,  ante,  846.) 

77.  Section  8288— As  section  8228 
has  reference  to  actions  in  certain 
courts  of  record  only,  and  as  by 
subdivision  2  of  this  section,  in 
every  other  case  upon  appeal  from 
a  final  jud^ent,  the  costs  are  in 
the  discretion  of  that  court,  it 
follows  that  on  an  appeal  from  a 
justice's  judgment  to  the  general 
term  of  the  supreme  court,  the 
costs  are  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  and  cannot  be  taxed  unless 
awarded  {See  Clark  agt.  Carroll, 
61  Bow.,  47).  (Otmbi  agt.  Combe, 
ante,  804.) 

78.  Section  8240— Where  in  a  pro- 
ceeding under  the  general  assign- 
ment act  by  a  creditor  to  establish 
claims  as  a  general  and  preferred 
creditor,  which  have  been  dis- 
allowed by  the  assignee,  the 
creditor  prevails  on  a  reference, 
the  referee  reporting  to  the  court 
that  the  claims  are  valid  claims 
and  established,  and  that  they 
i^ould  be  paid  bv  the  assignee  out 
of  the  assigned  estate,  and  the 
court  at  special  term,  on  motion, 
confirms  such  report  of  t^e 
referee,  with  costs  and  disburse- 
ments: 

Held,  the  same  costs  an  d  s- 
bursements  are  allowed  as  to  a 
successful  plaintiff  in  an  action, 
by  the  Code  of  i  ivil  Procedure, 
with  five  per  cent  allowance  upon 


the  amount  reported  due,  with 
ten  dollars  costs  of  motion  to  be 
paid  by  the  assignee  out  of  the 
assigned  estate.  (Jlfa^tor  of  Sehal- 
ler,  ante,  40.) 

79.  Section  8245  — Costs  —  who  is 
*'the  chief  fiscal  officer  of  the 
corporation  "  within  the  meaning 
of  this  section.  (WHUafM  mX, 
The  City  of  Buffalo,  25  Hun,  301.) 

80.  Section  8246  — Where  a  volun- 
teer impugns  the  acts  of  sworn 
officials,  and  brings  actions  in 
their  names,  founded  upon  an 
allegation  of  their  neglect  of  offi- 
cial duty,  he  assumes  the  respon- 
sibility of  costs,  which  under  this 
section  may  be  awarded  against 
him  personally.  (Commit&umere 
of  PiMic  Charities  and  Corrections 
agt.  CasiaUr,  ante,  118.) 

81.  Sections  8247-8250  —  On  an  ap- 
peal from  a  district  court  judg 
ment  to  the  court  of  common 
pleas,  no  undertaking  or  deposit 
IS  required  to  perfect  the  appeal. 
The  payment  of  the  costs  of  the 
action  only  is  required  by  section 
8047  of  the  Code  of  CivU  Pro 
cedure. 

By  section  8050  no  undertaking 
is  required  unless  a  stay  of  execu- 
tion is  desired.  {Strute  agt.  Droge^ 
anU,  258.) 

82.  Section  8251  — After  the  proofs 
are  closed,  and  the  case  is  finally 
submitted  to  a  court,  referee  or  a 
jury,  the  trial  is  completed  and 
finished. 

Where  the  trial  was  commenced 
during  the  afternoon  of  Novem- 
ber twenty-eighth,  and  the  proofs 
-  were  closed,  and  the  cause  fully 
submitted  to  the  jury,  and  they 
retired  to  consider  their  verdict 
about  5  p.  M.  of  the  twenty-ninth, 
and  returned  into  court  with  a 
verdict  about  10  o'clock  a.  m.  of 
the  thirtieth: 

Held,  that  the  trial  did  not  oc- 
cupy more  than  two  dnys  within 
the  meaning  of  subdivision  'S  of 
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this  section  of  the  Code  of  Ciril 
Procedure,  allowing  ten  dollars 
extra  costs  when  the  trial  necessa- 
rily occupies  more  than  two  days. 
(Woihlmme  agt  O&twr,  arUe,  462.) 

88.  Section  8858 —  Double  costs  — 
Actions  commenced  in  the  Jus- 
tice's court,  and  brought  into  the 
county  or  supreme  court,  are  with- 
in this  section  of  the  Code.  (P&r- 
ter  agt.  OM,  25  Hun,  164.) 

84.  Section  8271  —  A  volunteer  who 
impugns  the  acts  of  sworn  offl- 
ciaJs,  and  brings  actions  in  their 
names,  founded  upon  an  alle^- 
tion  of  their  neglect  of  official 
duty,  may  under  the  express  pro- 
visions of  this  section  be  required 
to  give  security  for  costs.  (Oom- 
misspffierti  of  PuJbUc  Chanties  and 
Carreciunu  tkgt.  CaticUir,  ante,  113.) 

85.  Sections  8284, 810 — Under  these 
sections  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure the  clerk  of  the  city  court 
of  Brooklyn  is  not  entitled  to  re- 
tain to  ms  own  use  any  of  the 
fees  received  by  or  the  fines  paid 
to  him,  but  must  account  therefor 
and  pay  the  same  into  the  county 
treasury.  {Matter  of  Ffoes  of  Clerk 
of  City  Court  of  Brooklyn,  25  Run, 
598.) 

86.  Section  8258  —  In  cases  conced- 
edly  difficult  and  extraordinary, 
this  section  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  will  authorize  an  extra 
allowance  to  the  plaintiff  not  only 
upon  the  sum  recovered  in  the 
action,  but  upon  the  basis  of  the 
defendant's  counter-claim  determ- 
ined against  him.  {Woontoeket 
Bubber  Company  agt.  Bubber  CUh 
ihing  Company,  arUe,  180.) 


CODE  OF  CRIMINAL  PRO- 
CEDURE. 

1.  Section  »08  — A  special  local 
statute  is  not  repealed  by  a  gen- 
eral statute,  unless  the  intent  to 
repeal  is  manifest,  although  the 
terms  of  the  general  act  would,  but 


for  the  special  law,  include  the 
cases  provided  for  by  the  latter. 

Chapter  152  of  the  Laws  of 
1844,  which  establishes  the  Albany 
penitentiary,  and  chapter  183  of 
the  Laws  of  1847,  amendatory 
thereto,  and  which  require  a  i>er- 
son  convicted  before  one  of  the 
justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the 
citj  and  county  of  Albany  of 
being  a  disorderly  person  and  sen- 
tenced to  hard  labor,  to  be  sent  to 
such  penitentiary,  are  still  in 
force  and  unrepealed  by  the  Code 
of  Criminal  Procedure. 

Therefore,  notwithstanding  the 

SrovisioDS  of  this  section  of  the 
ode  of  Criminal  Procedure,  a 
person  convicted  before  and  by  one 
of  the  police  justices  of  the  city  of 
Albany  of  being  a  disorderly  per- 
son, may  be  sentenced  to  im- 
f>risonment  in  the  Albany  peni- 
tentiary at  hard  labor  instead  of 
being  committed  to  the  Albany 
county  jail.  (MatUr  of  Waeher, 
ante,  ^52.) 

2.  Sections  892,  908 ->  The  confine- 
ment of  disorderly  persons  and 
vagrants  in  the  Allwny  coun^ 
penitentiary  is  proper  and  lawful, 
notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
these  sections  of  the  Code  of 
Criminal  Procedure. 

Chapter  183  of  the  Laws  of  1847 
is  not  repealed  by  the  provisions 
of  these  sections,  but  remain  in 
full  force  and  validity  {f^  Matter 
of  Wachsr,  ante,  B52).  (ThePeopU 
agt.  Coffee,  ante,  445.) 


COHOES  (CITY  OF). 

1.  The  prisoner  is  detained  under  a 
commitment  signed  "Charles  F. 
Dovle.  recorder  of  the  city  of 
Conoes,"  which  recites  that  ''at 
a  court  of  special  sessions  '*  held 
the  22ddayof  April,  18»l.  by  him 
as  recorder  of  the  city  of  Cohoes, 
the  said  Couffhlin  was  duly  con- 
vict'Cd  of  having  unlawfully 
assaulted  and  beaten  one  John 
Murphy  of  said  city  of  Cohoes 
on  the  17th  day  of  AprU,  1881, 
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on  which  conviction  it  was 
^adjudged  that  Coughlin  should 
be  imprisoned  in  the  Albany 
Penitentiary  at  hard  labor  for  the 
term  of  one  year»  and  that  he 
should  also  pay  a  fine  of  $250,  in 
default  of  which  he  should  be  fur- 
ther imprisoned  one  day  for  every 
dollar  of  such  fine  which  was  not 
paid: 

Held,  that  under  chapter  456  of 
the  Laws  of  1880,  which  amends 
chapter  440  of  the  Laws  of  1876, 
the  sentence  was  not  in  excess  of 
the  power  of  the  recorder  to  im- 
pose (See,  aiw.  In  the  Matter  of 
Bayard,  61  How.,  294,  ike  decision 
in  which  is  held  to  be  correct,  and  to 
be  also  sustained  by  section  1  of 
article  lAofthe  Constitution  of  the 
U.  8.)  {Matter  of  CoughUn,  ante, 
84) 

2.  The  prisoner  was  convicted '  'With 
having,  on  the  17th  day  of  April, 
1881,  at  the  city  of  Cohoes,  in 
said  "  (Albany)  "  county,  together 
with  Edward  Freely,  been  guilty 
of  noisy,  loud  and  tumultuous 
conduct,  to  the  disturbance  of 
the  public  peace  and  quiet  and  of 
the  people,  and  of  having  used 
loud,  abusive,  vulgar  and  quarrel- 
some language,  and  was  fighting 
and  quarreling  to  the  like  disturb- 
ance of  the  public  peace  and  of 
the  people,"  and  upon  such  con- 
viction was  sentenced  to  an  im- 
prisonment of  359  days : 

Hdd^  that  by  chapter  456  of  the 
Laws  of  1880,  amending  chapter 
440  of  the  Laws  of  1876,  the 
recorder  of  the  city  of  Cohoes  had 
the  power  to  condemn  the  prisoner 
to  the  terms  of  imprisonment  to 
which  he  was  sentenced.  (MoMer 
of  Trimble,  ante,  61.) 

t.  The  punishment  of  the  offense  of 
which  the  prisoner  was  convicted 
is  not  specially  prescribed  by  the 
general  law  of  the  state.  It  is 
one  against  the  public  peace  not 
amounting  to  a  felony,  and  is, 
therefore,  a  misdemeanor  at  com- 
mon law  and  by  the  Revised 
Statutes,  and  as  no  special  punish- 


ment is  provided,  is  punishable 
by  imprisonment  in  a  county  jail 
not  exceeding  one  year,  or  by  fine 
not  ezceedine  $260,  or  by  both 
such  fine  ana  imprisonment  (See 
also  Matter  of  Bayard,  61  How,, 
294,  and  Matter  of  Owen  CougKUn, 
ante,  84).    (Id,) 


COMMISSIONS. 

See  Brokkr. 

Harper  agt.  QoodaU,  ante,  288. 


COMMISSION  (TO  TAKE  TES- 
TIMONY). 

1.  The  power  of  the  court  to  award 
a  commission  without  the  consent 
of  parties  to  take  the  testimony  of 
a  witness  out  of  the  State  depends 
entirely  on  statute,  and  can  only 
be  exercised  in  the  cases  therein 
specified.  (In  re  an  Attorney,  88 
N.  T„  164.) 

2.  The  provisions  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  in  reference  to 
taking  depositions  out  of  the  State 
(sees,  887  et  »eq.)  relate  to  actions 
only.    (Id.) 

8.  In  proceedings  to  disbar  an  attor- 
ney he  can  only  be  convicted  on 
evidence  good  at  common  law,  de- 
livered if  he  chooses  in  his  pres- 
ence, by  witnesses  subject  to  cross- 
examination.    (Id,) 

4.  Accordingly,  ?ield,  that  the  grant- 
ing of  an  order  in  such  proceed- 
ings, against  the  obiectlon  of  the 
attorney,  directing  that  a  commis- 
sion issue  was  error;  and  that  the 
order  was  not  validated  by  the 
insertion  in  it  of  a  provision  re 
serving  '*  until  the  final  hearing 
of  the  matter"  the  question  as  to 
the  "right  to  issue  the  commis- 
sion, and  the  legality  of  the  evi- 
dence taken  thereunder."    (Id.) 
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COMPLAINT. 

1.  An  allegation  in  a  complaint  that 
B.  died  seized  of  lands,  intestate, 
unmarried  and  without  issue,  leav- 
ing him  suiriving  KfaXher,  an  aJien, 
who  died  intestate  and  without 
firing  descendants,  whereby  the 
land  escheated,  is  not,  on  aemiwr- 
rer,  a  sufficient  aJlegation  to  make 
It  affinnatiyely  appear  that  the 
father  died  without  heirs  having 
legal  capacity  to  take.  (Bradley 
agt.  Dwight,  ante,  800.) 

2.  It  is  the  settled  law  of  this  state 
that  descent  between  brother  and 
sister  is  immediate,  notwithstand- 
ing the  alienage  of  the  parent,  and, 
therefore,  the  allegation  in  the 
complaint  tliat  the  lands  escheated 
was  an  unauthorized  conclusion. 

im 

See  Excise  Law. 

Ee$9  agt  AppeU,  ante,  818. 

See  AonoK. 

Batee  et  al  agt  Plonehif  et  al, 
ante,  429. 


CONDITIONAL  SALR 

See  Deed. 

Cobum  agt  Andenon,  ante,  268. 


CONSTABLE. 

1.  A  bond  given  by  a  constable  in 
the  form  required  by  section  21 
of  2  Revised  Statutes,  846,  before 
it  was  amended  by  chapter  788  of 
1872,  and  conditioned  for  the  pay- 
ment of  all  such  sums  of  money 
as  the  constable  might  become 
liable  to  pay  on  account  of  any 
execution  which  should  be  deliv- 
ered to  him  for  collection,  covers 
a  wrongful  levy  made  by  him  un- 
der an  execution,  against  the 
property  of  a  person  other  than 
the  judgment  debtor,  and  the  sure- 
ties upon  the  bond  are  liable  for 
the  damages  thereby  occasioned. 


{PeojXe  ex  rd.  Oomdock  agt  Iauom^ 
26  Hun,  610.) 


OONPLIOT  OP  LAWS. 

1.  Where  coupons  of  railroad  bonds, 
which  had  been  stolen  in  this 
country,  were  purchased  after 
maturity  in  Frankfort-on-the- 
Main,  and  sent  here  for  collection, 
and  this  action  was  brought  by 
plaintiff,  who  owned  the  coupons 
at  the  time  they  were  stolen,  to 
restrain  payment  to  the  pur- 
chasers by  the  railroad  company: 
HM,  that  under  the  law  of  ttus 
state,  though  there  is  nothing  to 
impeach  the  good  faith  of  the 
purchasers,  that  transaction,  the 
coupons  being  over  due,  cannot 
avail  to  invest  them  with  a  title 
without  the  assent  of  the  plaintiff, 
the  true  owner,  from  whom  they 
were  stolen;  and  her  title  to  the 
coupons  is   unaffected   by  such 

.  purchase.  The  law  and  usafe 
prevailing  at  Prankf ort  being  m 
conflict  with  the  law  of  New 
York  upon  this  subject,  the  latter 
must  prevail,  the  plaintiff  and  one 
of  defendants  bemg  residents  of 
New  York,  and  the  property  itself, 
the  subject  of  the  action,  being 
brought  within  this  jurisdiction. 
{WyUe  agt  Speyer,  ante,  107.) 


CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

See  CouiTTT  Courts. 

Lenhard  agt  Lynch,  ante,  66. 


CONTEMPT. 

1.  In  March,  1881,  a  judgment  was 
entered  in  the  city  court  of  Brook- 
lyn in  favor  of  one  Lanfa^, 
against  Peter  and  Eva  Fries,  as 
trustees,  for  the  sum  of  $688.67, 
which  ludgment  ordered  and  com- 
mandea  the  said  Peter  and  Eva 
as  trustees  to  pay  the  said  sum 
to  the  plaintiff  or  her  attorney 
upon  demand.    Thereafter,  upon 
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proof  of  a  failure  to  pay  the  said 
sum  upon  demand,  an  order  was 
made  adjudging  the  said  defend- 
ants guilty  of  a  contempt,  impos- 
ing a  fine  upon  them  ana  commit- 
ting them  to  the  county  Jail  until 
it  was  paid. 

Upon  an  application  made  by 
the  relator,  Peter,  for  his  release 
upon  a  writ  of  habeas  eorptu  : 

Held,  that  the  contempt  in- 
tended, to  be  charged  did  not  fall 
within  the  definition  of  a  criminal 
contempt. 

That  the  judgment  being  one 
for  the  recovery  of  money  only, 
and  enforceable  by  execution,  the 
order  and  command  to  pay  the 
same  was  unlawfully  inserted 
therein. 

That  the  relator  was  entitled  to 
be  discharged.  (People  «9  rel. 
Fries  s^t.  SOey,  25  Hun,  587.) 

2.  In  proceedings  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace  to  procure  the  com- 
mitment of  one  alleged  to  have 
been  guilty  of  a  criminal  con- 
tempt, as  provided  by  sections 
2870  to  2874  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  the  party  accused  is 
entitled  to  be  sworn  and  to  testify 
in  his  own  behalf,  and  to  have  the 
testimony  of  witnesses  produced 
by  him  taken,  and  a  refusal  of  the 
justice  to  receive  such  testimony 
will  render  the  commitment  voia. 
(Pecmle  ex  rel.  JSchloeser  agt.  Porter, 
25  Hun,  601.) 


CONTRACT. 

1.  The  plaintiff,  a  resident  of  Phila- 
delphia and  a  publisher  of  books 
at  that  place,  under  a  firm  name 
of  "J.  M.  Stoddart  &  Co.,"  but 
having  in  fact  no  partner,  entered 
into  a  contract  under  the  name  of 
"J.  M.  Stoddart  «&  Co."  with  the 
defendant  Key,  at  the  city  of 
Philadelphia,  in  respect  to  the  can- 
vassing for  and  selling  by  Key  of 
the  American  reprint,  of  the 
'*  JSncydopadia  BrUanniea,*'  in  the 
states  of  New  York  and  New  Jer- 
9ey,   Key  was  to  report  to  Stoddart 


at  Philadelphia,  from  which  place 
all  the  supplies  were  to  be  or- 
dered and  forwarded: 

Held,  in  an  action  brought  in 
this  state  in  favor  of  Stoddart 
against  Key  and  others,  founded 
upon  the  contract,  that  the  con- 
tract was  not  void,  under  the 
statutes  of  New  York,  which  for- 
bids the  canying  on  of  business 
by  an  individual  in  a  firm  name, 
or  the  use  of  the  words  **&  Co." 
when  it  represents  no  actual  part- 
ner {Laws  of  N.  T,,  1883,  c^op. 
281).  As  a  general  rule  the  law 
of  the  state,  when  contracts 
purely  personal  are  made,  must 
govern  as  to  their  construction 
and  validity,  unless  made  in  refer- 
ence to  the  laws  of  another  state 
in  which  they  are  to  be  peif  ormed 
(Stoddard  agt.  Key,  ante,  187.) 

2.  Where  a  savings  bank  opened  an 
account  "with  John  O'Keefe  or 
Ellen  Mulcahev,  creditor:** 

Held,  that  the  contract  means 
that  the  money  may  be  paid  to 
either  as  in  the  case  of  a  joint  de- 
posit. But  if  one  of  said  persons 
die  the  money  cannot  be  paid  to 
his  le^al  representatives  but  must 
be  paid  to  the  survivor.  The  rea- 
sons stated.  (Mulcahey  agt.  Emi- 
grant Industrial  Savings  Bank, 
ante,  463.) 


CONVERSION. 

See  Tenants  in  Common. 
Potter  agt.  Neal,  cmte,  158. 


CORPORATIONS. 

1.  The  statute  as  to  the  liability  of  a 
trustee  of  a  corporation  for  the 
debts  of  the  same  on  their  failure 
to  make  and  file  its  annual  report 
(Laws  of  1848,  chap.  40)  is  a  penal 
one,  and  must  be  strictly  con- 
strued. ( Vernon  agt  Palmer,  cknte, 
425.) 

2.  To  charge  a  trustee  with  liability 
under  this  statute  three  things  are 
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necessary:  A  debt  which  is  due 
and  payable  from  the  corporation, 
a  default  in  the  filing  oi  the  an- 
nual report,  and  a  trusteeship  on 
the  part  of  the  party  to  be 
charged.    {Id,) 

8.  Defendant  was  elected  a  trustee 
of  a  manufacturing  corporation 
for  the  year  endiiur  August  6, 
1878,  accepted  the  office,  and  there 
never  was  a  subsequent  election 
of  trustees.  In  January,  1878,  it 
failed  to  file  its  annual  report,  and 
a  receiver  of  the  corporation  was 
appointed  November  9,  1878. 
The  corporation  gave  to  the 
plaintiifs  its  promissory  note  for 
1979.07,  due  August  10,  1878,  and 
the  plaintiffs  sold  and  delivered 
to  the  company  certain  goods  in 
June,  July  and  August,  1878,  on 
an  agreed  credit  of  four  months 
after  delivery,  which  thus  became 
due  in  October,  November  and 
December,  1878.  In  an  action 
under  the  manufacturing  act  (mc. 
12,  chap.  40,  Laws  of  1848)  to  re- 
cover for  the  same,  because  of 
the  failure  to  file  its  annual  report: 
Held,  that  the  complaint  should 
be  dismissed.  Although  the  goods 
were  sold  at  a  time  when  the  de- 
fendant was  a  trustee,  thej^  were 
sold  on  a  credit  which  did  not 
expire  until  after  the  defendant 
ceased  to  be  a  trustee.    (Id.) 

4.  A  debt  within  this  statute  is  not 
contracted  until  there  is  an  obliga- 
tion giving  a  present  right  of  ac- 
tion against  the  corporation.  If 
there  be  no  6uch  obligation  nor 
debt  or  duty  which  may  be  pre- 
sently demanded  from  the  con>o- 
ration,  there  is  no  debt  or  duty 
which  can  be  demanded  under  the 
statute  as  a  penalty  against  the 
trustee.    (Id.) 


COSTS. 

1.  The  court  will  not  compel  a  party 
who  has  himself  noticed  a  case  for 
trial  but  for  some  reason  does  not 
move  it,  to  pay  costs  to  another 


party  who  has  not  put  himself  in 
the  same  position.  By  noticing 
a  case  he  keeps  for  himself  contrcH 
of  it  at  the  circuit.  (Setfert  agt 
SehiUner,  ante,  97.) 

2.  If  the  plaintiff  does  not  move 
after  he  has  brought  the  defend- 
ant into  court,  he  may  be  puniHhi  d 
by  a  motion,  under  the  Code,  to 
dismiss  tlie  case  for  want  of  pro>e- 
cution.  But  no  similar  remedy 
is  c^iven  to  the  plaintiff  where  the 
deiendant,  having  noticed  the  ca^.- 
for  trial,  does  not  move  it  when 
the  case  is  reacned  upon  the  cal- 
endar.   (Id.) 

8.  Where  the  commissioners  of 
charities  and  corrections  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  as  overseers  of 
the  poor,  bring  a  suit  in  the  exer- 
cise of  tlieir  powers,  it  is  under 
th«  sanction  of  their  oath  of  office, 
and  every  presumption  of  good 
faith  attends  the  proceeding,  and 
hence  they  are  in  such  cases 
exempt  from  costs.  (Comnus$ion- 
er$  of  Pablit.  Charities  and  Cor- 
rtetions  agt.  CanaUr,  ante,  113.) 

4.  But  where  a  volunteer  impugns 
the  acts  of  sworn  officials  and 
brings  actions  in  their  names, 
founded  upon  an  allegation  of 
their  neglect  of  official  duty,  he 
assumes  the  responsibility  of 
coHts,  which  under  section  fS24'i 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
may  be  awarded  against  him  per- 
sonally; and  under  the  express 
provisions  of  section  82 Tl  he  mny 
be  required  to  give  security  f<»r 
costs.     (Id.) 

5.  Where  the  costs  are  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court,  they  are  not 
recoverable  unless  specially  award- 
ed, and  when  none  are  awardtni 
the  party  must  establish  that  he 
is  entitled  to  them  as  of  right  on 
the  affirmance,  or  he  cannot  re- 
cover them.  (Comics  agt.  Comb^ 
ante,  804.) 

8.  Where  the  defendant  carried  m 
appeal  from  the  judgment  of  a 
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Justice's  court  to  the  general  term 
of  the  supreme  court,  and  the 
Judgment  was  there  affirmed,  the 
entry  of  the  decision  being  sim- 
ply "judgment  affirmed,"  with- 
out any  direction  as  to  costs: 

Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled,  of  course,  to  costs  upon 
appeal,  and  that  the  costs  being  in 
the  discretion  of  the  court,  and 
not  having  been  awarded  to  the 
plaintiff,  they  could  not  be  taxed. 
(Id.) 

7.  The  costs  awarded  by  section 
8228  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Proced- 
ure, apply  only  to  actions  in  cer- 
tain of  the  courts  of  record.    (Id.) 

8.  As  section  8228  has  reference  to 
actions  in  certain  courts  of  record 
only,  and  as  by  subdivision  2  of 
section  82  8,  in  every  other  case 
upon  appeal  from  a  final  judg- 
ment, the  costs  are  in  the  discre- 
tion of  that  court,  it  follows  that 
on  an  appeal  from  a  justice's 
Judgment  to  the  general  term  of 
the  supreme  court,  the  costs  are 
in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and 
cannot  be  taxed  unless  awarded 
(See  Clark  agt  CktrroU,  61  Haw,, 
47).    (Id,) 

0.  In  an  action  against  a  municipal 
corporation,  a  plaintiff  demand- 
ing judgment  for  a  sum  of  monej 
oniv,  who  fails  to  present  his 
claim  for  payment  to  the  chief 
fiscal  officer  (t.  e,,  the  treasurer)  of 
such  corporation  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  cannot, 
under  section  8245  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  be  awarded  costs 
although  he  recover  a  rerdict 
against  the  corporation.  It  is  no 
answer  to  this  requirement  that 
the  chief  fiscal  officer  is  not 
authorized  to  adjust  and  pay  the 
claim  on  presentation.  (Baine 
agt  OUy  of  Brooklyn,  anU,  846.) 

10.  When  the  plaintiff  fails  to  so 
present  his  claim,  and  recovers 
the  sum  of  fifty  dollars  or  more, 
the  defendant  does  not,  by  reason 
of  the  plaintiff's  not  being  entitled 


to  costs,  beccHne  entitled  thereto; 
that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to 
costs  under  such  circumstances  is 
not  a  case  specified  in  section 
8228  of  the  Code  of  CivU  Proced- 
ure, and  the  defendant  is,  there- 
fore, not  entitled  to  costs  under 
section  8229.    (Id.) 

11.  A  plaintiff  who  recovers  a  judg- 
ment against  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion for  more  than  fifty  dollars, 
should  not  be  subjected  to  the 
payment  of  costs,  as  a  penalty  for 
non-presentation  of  his  claim,  in 
addition  to  being  deprived  of  the 
right  to  costs  given  in  other  cases. 

(A) 

12.  The  certificate  to  entitle  a  party 
to  costs,  dc.  provided  lor  by  sec- 
tion 8248  of  the  Code  of  dyiJ 
Procedure,  is  of  some  fact  ap 
pearing  on  the  trial,  and  has  no  ^ 
application  to  facts  extrinsic  to 
the  action,  and  which  have  no 
connection  with  the  issue.    (Id.) 

18.  The  non-presentation  of  a  claim 
against  a  munlcipid  corporation 
to  its  chief  fiscid  officer,  is  not  a 
defense  to  the  action,  and  not  a 
fact  involved  in  the  trial;  and  the 
certificate  referred  to  in  section 
8248  is  not  required  as  to  the  fact 
of  non-presentation.    (Id.) 

14.  Under  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure in  an  action  in  which  the 
defendant  is  liable  to  arrest,  and 
in  which  tne  plaintiff  is  unsuc- 
cessful in  his  suit,  the  latter  may 
be  arrested  and  imprisoned  by  the 
defendant's  attorney  on  a  claim 
for  costs.  (Parker  agt  Spear, 
ante,  394) 

15.  And  this  is  true,  although  the 
plaintiff  did  not  exercise  his  right 
to  arrest  the  defendant,  and  al- 
though he  may  have  a  perfectly 
good  case,  but  loses  his  suit  on  a 
mere  technicality.    (Id.) 

16.  Where  the  general  term  in 
March,  1878,  reversed  the  judg- 
ment which  had  previously  been 


Voi.  LXII 


71 


M8 


NEW  TORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Digest 


rendered  for  plaintiff  "  with  costs 
to  the  defendant  to  abide  the 
eyent,"  and  the  court  at  special 
term  on  June  4,  1878,  while  the 
issues  were  pending  to  be  retried, 
granted  to  the  defendants  leave 
to  amend  the  answer  upon  pay- 
ment "  of  the  costs  of  the  action 
to  the  present  time,  not  including 
allowances: " 

Held,  that  this  language  did  not 
expressly  nor  by  necessary  impli- 
cation aeprive  the  defendants  of 
their  contmgent  right  to  the  costs 
awarded  by  the  general  term  or- 
der, which  contemplated  not  a 
final  and  complete  disposition  of 
all  costs  that  had  accrued  up  to 
that  time  as  such,  but  a  compen- 
sation to  the  plaintiffs  for  the 
amendment,  to  be  measured  by 
•the  taxable  costs,  to  which,  if  suc- 
cessful, they  would  haye  been 
entitled.  (Uav&meyer  et  aL  agt. 
Hawmeif^etaL,  ante^  476.) 

17.  After  the  proofs  are  closed,  and 
the  case  is  flnaUy  submitted  to  a 
court,  referee  or  a  luiry,  the  trial 
is  completed  and  finished.  (WcuU- 
bume  agt  OUmr,  ants,  483.) 

18.  Where  the  trial  was  commenced 
during  the  afternoon  of  Noyem- 
ber  twenty-eighth,  and  the  proofs 
were  closed,  and  the  cause  fully 
submitted  to  the  Jiur,  and  they 
retired  to  consider  their  verdict 
about  5  p.  M.  of  the  twenty-ninth, 
and  returned  into  court  wiui  a  ver- 
dict about  10  o'clock  a.  ic  of  the 
thirtieth: 

Held,  that  the  trial  did  not  oc- 
cupy more  than  two  days  within 
the  meaning  of  subdivision  8  of 
section  8251  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  allowing  ten  dollars 
extra  costs  when  the  trial  neces- 
sarily occupies  more  than  two 
days.    (Id.) 

19.  Where  a  party  gives  notice  of 
trial,  and  then  fails  te  try  the  cause 
pursuant  to  his  notice  or  to  coun- 
termand it  in  due  season,  he  will 
be  compelled  to  pay  the  opposite 
party  who  has  omitted  to  notice 


the  cause,  but  attends  in  obedi- 
ence to  the  call  of  the  party 
noticing,  the  costs  of  the  term 
{ltef)erMnff  &  C,  63  Bato.,  afUe, 
FbUomnff,  PMt&r  ajrt  Lewi$,  18 
Wend,,  616,  n.;  Towneend  agt 
Chtoen,  19  Wend.,  689;  3  Strange, 
797;  1  Term  jiep.,  696).  (Seffert 
agt.  ScMUner,  ante,  496.) 

30.  In  this  action  for  a  trespass  upon 
the  plaintiff's  land  the  aefenduit 
set  up,  as  one  of  her  defenses, 
that  tne  land  was  owned  by  her 
lessor,  who  was  entitled  to  the  pos- 
session thereof,  and  that  the  acts 
constituting  the  alleged  trespass 
were  done  by  his  direction.  The 
lessor,  without  having  caused  him- 
self to  be  made  a  party  to  the 
action,  conducted  the  defense  un- 
successfully in  the  name  of  his 
tenant,  but  on  his  own  account: 

EM,  that  he  was  liable  for  the 
costs  of  the  action,  if  they  could 
not  be  collected  from  the  defend- 
ant. 

Held,  further,  that  the  only  legal 
evidence  of  the  inability  of  tne 
plaintiff  to  collect  the  costs  from 
the  defendant  was  the  return  un- 
satisfied of  an  execution  issued 
upon  the  judgment  (Perriffo  agt 
DowdaU,  25  Hun,  384.) 

31.  A  plaintiff  recovered  a  Judg- 
ment in  a  justice's  court  and  the 
defendant  appealed,  stating  in  his 
notice  of  appeal,  as  the  ground 
thereof,  "that  the  judgment 
should  have  been  in  favor  of  the 
defendant  and  against  the  plaintiff 
for  costs."  No  offer  was  made  by 
thQ  plaintiff,  and  upon  the  trial 
the  judgment  was  reduced  forty 
dollfOT: 

Held,  that  the  Code  did  not  re- 
quire the  appellant  to  state  in  his 
notice  of  appeal  the  exact  amount 
of  the  error  in  the  judgment,  and 
that  he  was  entitled  to  recover  his 
costs.  {OhamberkUn  agt  Oham- 
berkUn,  35  Hun,  199.) 

33.  In  an  action  brought  against  the 
indorser  and  makers  of  a  promis- 
sory note,  the  latter,  having  omit- 
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ted  to  answer,  the  plaSntiif  caused 
the  entry  of  an  order  by  the  clerk 
severing  the  action,  and  entered 
a  Judgment  against  the  makers. 
Subsequently  the  makers  were  al- 
lowed to  answer,  the  judgment 
to  stand  as  security  until  the  final 
determination  of  the  action. 
Thereafter  both  the  makers  and 
the  indorser  withdrew,  by  stipu- 
lation, their  answers,  and  a  Judg- 
ment was  entered  against  them : 

Eddy  that  the  plaintiff  could  tax 
but  one  bill  of  costa  (Lewn  agt 
HoM,  25  Hun,  260.) 

2&.  Where  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiu,  lor  so  small  an 
amount  as  to  entitle  the  defend- 
ant to  costs,  is  reversed  on  appeal, 
costs  to  abide  the  event,  and  a 
new  trial  is  granted  on  which  the 
plaintiff  obtains  a  judgment  suf- 
ficient to  entitle  him  to  costs,  he 
is  entitled  to  costs  as  well  of  the 
first  trial  as  of  the  appeal  and  the 
new  trial.  (Ca/rperUer  agt.  Mim- 
hattan  Life  Au,  Co,,  25  Hun,  194.) 

24.  The  will  of  R.  gave  to  plaintiffs 
certain  legacies,  payable  after  the 
debts  of  tne  testator  had  been  dis- 
charged. Plaintiffs  brought  this 
action  for  an  accounting  by  certain 
of  the  defendants,  as  executors 
and  trustees  under  said  will,  and 
for  a  payment  of  the  amount  found 
due,  out  of  the  property  in  their 
hands;  or,  if  this  proved  insuf- 
ficient, out  of  the  real  estate  in 
the  hands  of  the  other  defendants, 
"  so  far  as  the  same  might  be  ap- 
plicable. "  The  referee  round  that 
the  testator  was  insolvent,  that 
the  real  estate  in  question  was 
sold  to  pav  debts  and  the  com- 
plaint was  dismissed.  Defendants 
appeared  by  different  attorneys, 
and  an  extra  allowance  of  costs 
was  made  to  each: 

Held,  error;  that  the  fact«  fur- 
nished no  basis  on  which  an  extra 
allowance  could  be  computed  un- 
der the  provision  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  in  reference 
thereto  {eee.  809),  as  there  was  no 
"recovery,"  or  "claim"  for  the 


pavment  of  any  fixed  sum,  and 
•*  the  subjec^matter  involved  "  was 
plaintiffs'  interest  when  ascer- 
tained, which  proved  to  be  noUi- 
ing.  {Weaver  agt  Ely,  88  N.  F., 
890 

25.  An  attorney's  lien  on  judgment 
for  costs  can  only  be  asserted  by 
him;  until  so  asserted  judgment 
belongs  to  plaintiff  ana  may  be 
attached.  (Bee  WMe  agt  Conner, 
88  N.  T„  281.) 

26.  Under  the  provision  of  the  act  of 
1867  (Me.  8,  chap,  782,  Law»qfl9dT) 
in  relation  to  surrogates'  courts, 
authorizing  a  surrogate,  when  an 
executor  or  administrator  has  been 
compelled  to  account,  to  charge 
him  personally  with  the  costs  of 
the  proceeding,  a  surrogate  has 
power  to  charge  an  administrator 
personally  with  fees  of  an  auditor 
appointed  in  such  proceeding  to 
examine  his  accounts.  (Durtford 
agt  Weomr,  84  N.  F.,  445.) 

27.  Where  an  order  is  made  by  this 
court  on  appeal  from  a  judgment, 
reversing  the  judgment  with  costs 
to  abide  the  event,  and  without 
other  limitation,  the  respondent, 
if  finally  successful  in  the  action, 
is  entitled  to  tax  the  costs  of  the 
appeal.  {Firet  NaMonal  Bk.  of  M, 
agt.  Fourth  National  Bk.,  84  J\r.  F., 
469.) 

28.  Where,  in  an  equitv  action,  the 
defendants  answered  separately 
and  a  judgment  in  their  favor  was 
affirmed  m  this  court  with  costs 
"to  the  respondents,"  held^  that 
this  authorized  but  one  bill  of 
cosis.  (Van  Gelder  agt.  Van  OeH- 
der,  84  K  F,  658.) 

29.  The  allowance  of  costs  in  the  su- 
preme court  in  such  an  action, 
and  whether  to  one  or  more  re- 
spondents, is  in  the  discretion  of 
the  court  below,  and  its  decision 
is  not  reviewable  here.    (Id.) 

80.  Upon  reversal  on  appeal  on  the 
law  to  general  term  from  decree 
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of  surrogate  of  county  of  New 
York,  establiahiug  lost  or  de- 
stroyed will,  it  is  proper  to  remit 
proceedings  to  surrogate,  and  costs 
should  be  awarded  a^^ainst  re- 
spondent. {8§8  Shendan  agt 
Eiughtan  [MenL],  84  N.  T.,  m.) 


COUNSEL. 

1.  Where  a  counsel*  employed  by 
the  attorney  of  defendant  to 
arg^e  a  demurrer  to  the  com- 
plaint, omitted  to  appear  when  the 
case  was  called,  such  employment 
did  not  authorize  him  to  make  a 
verbal  stipulation,  for  the  purpose 
of  procuring  assent  to  the  open- 
ing of  his  default,  that  the  de- 
cision upon  the  demurrer  should 
he.  final  in  the  case;  and  even 
were  the  stipulation  within  the 
terms  of  the  counsel's  authority, 
the  defendant  should  be  allowed 
on  terms,  upon  a  proper  case 
shown,  to  serve  his  answer. 
{Baron  agt.  CMin,  ante,  367.) 


COUNTER-CLAIM. 


^  Anbwbb. 

Forry  agt  FMter,  ante. 


See  Reply. 

Adanu  agt  BoberU,  ante,  253. 

1.  In  an  action  on  contract  to  build 
sewers,  defendant  set  up  as  a 
counter-claim,  damages  for  breach 
of  contract  in  not  completing  the 
work: 

ffM,  that  while  defendant 
might  have  claimed  the  contract 
forfeited  by  refusal  to  complete 
performance,  yet  not  having  done 
so  it  could  not  now  insist  upon  it, 
but  this  did  not  preclude  it  from 
insisting  upon  the  counter-claim. 
[Taylor  agt.  ihe  Mayor  [Mem.], 
r.  F.,  825.) 


w 


COUNTY  CLERK. 

1.  An  order  having  been  made  at 
a  circuit  putting  off  the  trial  of 


the  action  and  requiring  th^  de- 
fendant to  pay  costs,  the  parties, 
upon  a  notice  served  by  the  plain- 
tiff, appeared  before  the  clerk  who 
refused  to  tax  the  costs  claimed  by 
the  plaintiff  on  the  ground  that 
his  affidavits  were  defective. 
Thereafter  the  plaintiff  upon  new 
affidavits  and  upon  notice  to  the 
defendant  again  applied  to  the 
clerk  for  a  tsjcation  of  his  costs: 

Held,  that  the  power  of  the  clerk 
was  exhausted  on  the  first  appli- 
cation, and  that  he  had  no  power 
to  entertain  the  second  applica- 
tion without  a  special  order  of  the 
court  (Larktn  agt  Steele,  26  Eun, 
254.) 


COUNTY  COURTS. 

1.  Chapter  480  of  the  Laws  of  1880, 
which  purported  to  increase  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  county  courts 
irom  one  to  three  thoueand  doUare, 
is  now  of  no  force  or  effect,  for  two 
reasons: 

FireL  Because  it  attempted  to 
amend  a  law  which  had  been 
already  repealed  in  express  terms. 

Second.  Because  it  is  in  conflict 
with  that  provision  of  the  consti- 
tution which,  bv  necessary  impli- 
cation, limits  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  county  courts  in  this  class  of 
actions  to  those  cases  "  in  which 
the  damages  clauned  shall  not 
exceed  $1,000  "  (This  it  adeerae  to 
Sweet  aft  Flannagan,  61  Haw., 
82i.)  (LenhdMTd  agt.  I^neh,  ante, 
56.) 

2.  The  objection  that  a  countv  court 
has  not  jurisdiction  over  the  per- 
son of  the  defendant  must  be 
raised  at  the  first  opportunity,  and 
is  waived  by  his  appearing  m  the 
action  and  pleading  to  the  merits. 
(Patter  agt.  Neal,  ante,  15a) 

8.  No  appeal  lies  to  the  general  term 
from  an  order  of  a  county  court, 
granting  leave  to  issue  an  execu- 
tion upon  a  judgment  recovered 
in  a  justices'  court,  where  a  trans- 
cript thereof  was  filed  and  judg- 
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ment  thereon  docketed  in  the 
clerk's  office  of  the  county  in  1866. 
{Kineadd  agt.  Biefiordson,  25  Mun, 
387.) 


COUNTY  JTJDQE. 

1.  Under  section  780  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  a  county  judge 
cannot  make  an  order,  requiring 
a  partj  to  show  cause  why  an  ap- 
phcation  should  not  be  granted, 
which  is  returnable  in  less  than 
eight  days  at  a  special  term  of 
the  supreme  court.  An  order 
shortening  the  term  of  service  can 
only  be  made  by  the  court  before 
which  the  order  is  returnable  or  a 
Judge  thereof.  {See  Larkin  agt. 
Stede,  26  Hun,  254.) 


COURT  OP  APPEALS. 

1.  When,  during  the  pendency  of  an 
appeal  to  this  court  from  an  order 
denying  a  motion  to  change  the 
place  of  trial  in  the  action,  the 
plaintiil  moves  the  cause  for  trial 
and  takes  ludgment  in  the  county 
wherein  the  venue  is  laid,  this 
court  has  no  Jurisdictiou  to  enter- 
tain a  motion  to  set  aside  the 
judgment;  it  has  only  jurisdiction 
of  BO  much  as  is  brought  up  by 
appeal  from  an  order.  ( Vseder 
agt.  Baker,  S8  N.  T.,  168.) 

2.  Notwithstanding  the  provision  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  (aec. 
791)  giving  preferences  among 
civil  causes,  a  party  claiming  a 
preference  in  this  court  must  com- 
ply with  the  directions  of  Rule  20; 
t.  e.,  he  must  state  such  claim  in 
his  notice  of  argument,  and  the 
grounds  of  the  preference,  etc. 
(Taylor  agt.  Wing,  83  iV:  7.,  547.) 

8.  Effect  cannot  be  given  by  this 
court  to  a  stipulation  requirmg  or 
consenting  to  the  review  on  appeal 
of  rulings  made  by  a  trial  court,  to 
which  no  exceptions  appear  in  the 
case.  {Briggs  agt.  Waldron,  83  N. 
7.,  582.) 


CRIMINAL  LAW. 


1.  Under  an  indictment  for  an 
assault  with  intent  to  do  bodily 
harm  with  a  sharp,  danserous 
weai>on  (ehap.  34,  Laio$  of  1864),  a 
conviction  can  be  had  of  an 
assault,  but  not  assault  and  bat- 
tery. {TheJPBopletkg^  Cdwmagh, 
arUe,  187.) 

2.  What  is  a  sharp,  danserous 
weapon  within  the  meanmg  of 
that  statute,  is  a  question  of  fact. 
(Id.) 

3.  The  weapon  used  must  be  sharp 
as  well  as  dangerous,  and  if  not  a 
knife,  dirk  or  dagger,  it  must  be 
similar  to  one  of  them,  that  is,  one 
which  will  inflict  a  similar  woimd. 
(Id,) 


4.  Intoxication   is  no   defense 
crime.    (Id,) 


to 


6.  A  sentence  to  imprisonment  takes 
effect  only  from  the  first  day  of 
actual  incarceration,  and  not  from 
the  day  when  sentence  is  pro- 
nounced. (Psople  ex  rel  King  agt 
MeEwen,  ante,  226.) 

6.  A  special  local  statute  is  not 
repealed  by  a  general  statute, 
unless  the  intent  to  repeal  is  mani* 
fest,  although  the  terms  of  the 
general  act  would,  but  for  the  spe- 
cial law,  include  the  cases  pro- 
vided for  by  the  latter.  (Matter  of 
Wacher,  ante,  352.) 

7.  Chapter  152  of  the  Laws  of  1844, 
which  establishes  the  Albany 
penitentiary,  and  chapter  183  of 
the  Laws  of  1847,  amendatory 
thereto,  and  which  require  a  per- 
son convicted  before  one  of  the 
justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the 
cit^  and  county  of  Albany  of 
bemg  a  disorderlv  person  and 
sentenced  to  hard  labor,  to  be 
sent  to  such  penitentiary,  are  still 
in  force  and  unrepealed  by  the 
Code  of  Criminal  Procedure.  (Id.) 

8.  Therefore,  notwithstanding  the 
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proTiaioDfl  of  eection  908  of  the 
Code  of  Criminal  Procedure,  a 
person  convicted  before  and  by 
one  of  the  police  justices  of  the 
city  of  Albany  of  oeing  a  disor- 
derly person,  may  be  sentenced  to 
imprisonment  in  the  Albany  peni- 
tentiary at  hard  labor,  instead  of 
being  committed  to  the  Albany 
county  jail,    (/d.) 

9.  On  convictions  for  misdemeanor 
the  sentence  begins  to  run  from 
the  dav  it  is  pronounced,  and  the 
time  the  prisoner  is  detained  in 
the  county  jail  is  to  be  credited 
upon  the  sentence.  (7*^  Menu  to 
be  adverse  to  People  ex  rel.  King  agt. 
McEwen,  ante,  226.)  {The  Pe^ 
agt.  Lincoln,  ante,  413.) 

10.  The  confinement  of  disorderly 
persons  and  vagrants  in  the 
Albany  county  penitentiary  is 
proper  and  lawful,  notwithstand- 
mg  the  provisions  of  sections  893 
and  908  of  the  Code  of  Criminal 
Procedure.  {The  People  agt 
Coffee,  ante,  445.) 

11.  Chapter  183  of  the  laws  of  1847 
is  not  repealed  by  the  provisions 
of  these  sections,  but  remain  in 
full  force  and  validity  (See  Matter 
of  Wacher,  ante,  853.)    (Id.) 

flee  CoHOBS  (City  of). 

Matter  of  CoughUn,  ante,  84. 
Matter  of  TritMe,  ante,  61. 

See  broicnreNT. 

T?ie  People  agt.  Seseiom,  ante,  416. 

See  Insanity. 

The  People  agt.  (yConneU,  anU, 
436. 


CRIMINAL  TRIAL. 

1.  Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for 
larceny  it  did  not  appear  that  the 
prisoner  was  present  at  the  ware- 
house from  which  the  property 
was  taken,  or  in  its  close  vicmity, 
but  there  was  proof  upon  the  trial 
tending  to  show  tliat  he  had  part  in 


planning  the  theft  and  in  leamins 
the  situation  of  the  premises  ana 
the  ways  of  the  keeper  thereof. 
That  the  one  who  was  in  fact  en- 
gaged in  taking  the  property  sent 
the  porter  of  the  warehouse  to  the 
house  of  the  keeper  with  a  letter, 
and  promised  a  reward,  upon  his 
callin|^,  after  the  delivery  of  it,  at 
a  specified  street  and  number,  and 
that  on  reaching  the  street,  while 
searching  for  the  number,  he  met 
the  prisoner  and  conversed  with 
him  about  the  keeper  and  faia 
whereabouts: 

Eield,  that  the  testimony  was 
sufiicient  to  authorize  the  sub- 
mission of  the  question  of  the 
prisoner's  participation  as  prin- 
cipal in  the  theft  to  the  juiv. 
(McCa/rThey  agt.  People,  83  A.  /., 
408.) 

3.  To  constitute  one  a  principal  in  a 
felony,  he  must  be  present  at  its 
commission;  Ids  presence,  how- 
ever, may  be  constructive,  and  this 
is  established  when  it  is  shown 
that  he  acted  with  another  in  the 
pursuance  of  a  common  desienand 
was  so  situated  as  to  be  able  to 
give  aid  to  his  associates  with  a 
view  to  insure  the  success  of  the 
common  purpose.    (Id.)    . 

8.  The  letter  handed  to  the  watch- 
man, a  decoy  letter,  was  received 
in  evidence: 
Edd,  no  error.    (IdJ) 

4.  A  telegram  was  offered  in  evi- 
dence on  the  part  of  the  people; 
the  district  attorney  stated  he  ex- 
pected to  show  that  the  prisoner 
was  once  employed  where  he 
would  have  had  knowled^  of  the 
meaning  of  certain  marks  upon 
it,  and  that  if  he  did  not  by 
further  testimony  connect  the 
prisoner  with  it,  he  "  would  con- 
sent that  the  message  be  stricken 
out."  The  prisoner  8  counsel  ob- 
jected that  he  was  not  then  con- 
nected with  it,  and  to  the  taking 
of  it,  **on  the  proniis-  -Hike 
it  out."  The  object  ,  »Yer- 
ruled: 
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BM,  no  error;  that  it  was  a 
mere  question  as  to  the  order  of 
proof  and  within  the  discretion 
of  the  court    (Id,) 

6.  Also,  held,  that  the  omission  of 
the  court  on  its  own  motion  to 
strike  out  this  evidence  upon  fail- 
ure of  the  prosecution  to  connect 
the  prisoner  with  it  was  not  error; 
that  it  was  for  the  prisoner  to  ask 
to  have  the  evidence,  if  he  so  de* 
sired,  stricken  out,  or  to  request 
the  court  to  charge  the  Jury  to  dis- 
regard it,  and  his  omission  to  do 
so  was  tf  waiver  of  his  right    (Id. ) 

6.  A  witness  for  the  prisoner  was 
shown,  on  cross-examination,  a 
copy  of  a  telegram,  and  was  asked 
if  he  received  it.  This  was  ob- 
jected to,  as  having  nothing  to 
do  with  the  trial  and  as  immateral. 
The  objection  was  overruled.  The 
teleirram  was  not  read  or  offered  in 


evidence: 
Held,  no  error.    (Id.) 

7.  The  sufficiency  of  the  evidence 
upon  which  a  grand  Jury  finds  an 
indictment  is  DOt  a  question  which 
can  be  raised  by  plea  to  the  indict- 
ment (Hope  aigt.  People,  SQN.T,, 
418.) 

8.  It  is  not  a  proper  plea,  therefore, 
to  an  indictment  that  the  grand 
Jury  received  incompetent  and 
irrelevant  evidence,  to  wit:  the  ex 
parte  affidavits  taken  before  the 
committing  magistrate.    (Id.) 

9.  It  seems  that  allegations  that  a 
grand  Jury  received  and  consid- 
ered such  affidavits  would  not  be 
sufficient  to  sustain  a  motion  to 
quash  the  indictment,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  averments  of  proof  that 
the  affidavits  were  the  only  evi- 
dence or  that  some  fact  material 
to  the  case  of  the  prosecution  was 
established  thereby,  or  that  the 
witnesses  by  whom  the  affidavits 
were  made  were  not  also  person- 
ally examined,  or  that  the  indict- 
ment was  not  based  upon  sufficient 
competent  evidence.    (Id.) 


10,  Where  an  indictment  contains 
several  counts,  some  of  which  are 
good,  the  fact  that  some  of  the 
counts  are  bad  does  not  make  a 
conviction  erroneous  where  the 
verdict  is  general.    (Id.) 

11.  Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment 
for  robbery  in  the  first  degree,  the 
property  taken  being  charged  to 
be  one  Key  of  the  value  of  one  dol- 
lar, evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
prosecution  was  to  the  effect  that 
certain  persons,  one  of  whom  was 
the  prisoner,  entered  the  room  of 
W.,  who  was  janitor  of  a  bank, 
masked,  while  he  was  in  bed ;  that 
they  suffocated  and  handcuffed 
him,  and  by  putting  a  pistol  to  his 
head  compelled  him  to  diBcloee  the 
combination  of  the  lock  of  the 
bank  si^e,  and  put  him  into  such 
a  state  of  terror  as  to  beincapa 
ble  of  resistance ;  that  they  then 
took  and  carried  away  the  bank 
keys  from  a  table  in  his  pres- 
ence, one  of  them  being  the  key 
of  the  street  door,  and  subse- 
quently entered  and  robbed  the 
bank.  There  was  no  evidence  of 
any  intention  to  return  the  keys, 
or  that  the  street  door  key  was 
ever  recovered: 

Held,  that  the  evidence  Justified 
the  Jury  in  finding  a  felonious 
taking  of  the  key  from  W.  against 
his  will  and  in  his  presence  by 
violence  to  his  person  and  by  put-  , 
ting  him  in  fear  of  immediate 
personal  injury,  and  that  such  a 
finding  establisiied  robbery  in  the 
first  degree  (2  K  8.,  677,  see.  55); 
that  the  intent  with  which  they 
took  the  key  was  a  question  cix 
fact  for  the  Jury,  and  if  the^ 
found  that  the  robbers  took  it 
with  intent  to  appropriate  it,  the 
use  subsequently  maae  of  the  key 
although  in  the  minds  of  the  rob- 
bers at  the  time  of  the  taking  could 
not  affect  the  question  of  their 
guilt;  and  that  It  was  immateritd 
whether  the  robbers  formed  the 
plan  of  taking  the  key  before  ther 
entered  the  room  or  whether  it 
was  an  after-thouffht  suggested  by 
seeing  it  on  the  table.    {Id.) 


ftM 
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19.  Also.  hM,  thai  eTidence  of  the 
burglary  oommitted  at  th«  bank 
was  admiflsible  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  that  it  waa  committed  by 
the  same  party  who  committed  the 
robbery,  and  by  connecting  the 
prisoner  with  the  burghiry  to  con- 
nect him  with  the  robbery.    (Id.) 

18.  Upon  the  trial  of  an  idictment 
eriaence  of  the  commission  of 
another  crime  by  the  prisoner  is 
competent  where  it  is  relevant  and 
material  on  the  question  of  the 
s;uilt  of  the  prisoner  of  the  crime 
for  which  he  is  on  trial    (Id.) 

14  Also,  hM,  that  evidence  was 
competent  of  the  complicity  of  the 
prisoner  in  a  prior  scheme  to  enter 
and  rob  the  bank.    (Id ) 

Ilk  Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment, 
therefore,  charging  the  accused 
with  obtaining  the  signature  of 
the  mayor  of  the  city  of  New  York 
to  a  warrant  drawn  <m  its  chamber- 
kiin  by  false  pretenses,  to  wit:  by 
means  of  a  false  and  fraudulent 
bill,  set  forth  in  the  indictment, 
represented  by  the  accused  to  be 
a  just  and  true  account,  the 
mayor  testified  that  he  had  no 
distinct  recollection  of  what  oc- 
curred at  the  time  he  signed  the 
warrant,  and  knew  that  he  signed 
it  simply  because  his  name  was 
affixed  to  it,  it  appeared  that  the 
bill  in  question  was  delivered  to 
him ;  he  was  then  allowed  to  testify 
to  the  routine  of  business  in  his 
office: 

Held,  no  error.  (Peopla  eag  rd. 
Phdps  agt.  Oysr  and  Termner,  88 
N.  /.,  486.) 

Id.  It  appeared  from  this  evidence 
that  while  the  mayor  did  not  read 
or  examine  each  voucher  which 
accompanied  the  warrants  pre- 
sented to  him  to  sign,  he  required 
their  presence  and  was  induced  to 
sign  by  the  presence  of  the  bill 
and  by  the  approval  thereof  by  the 
proper  officers: 

Held,  that  this  authorized  the 
submission  of  the  question  to  the 


Jury  as  to  whether  the  presence  of 
the  bill  was  one  of  the  induce- 
ments to  the  signature;  that  its 
bare  presence  although  neither  ex- 
amined nor  read  by  the  mayor  waa 
a  false  pretense.    (Id.) 

17.  It  appeared  that  a  duplicate  of 
the  bill  was,  in  accordance  with 
the  custom  in  the  municipal  offices, 
prepared  and  accompanied  the 
original  bill  when  presented  to 
the  mayor: 

Held,  that  this  fact  and  that  the 
duplicate  might  alone  ])ave  pn>- 
.  duced  the  result,  was  immaterial, 
as  it  was  but  part  and  parcel  of 
the  false  pretense  for  which  the 
prisoner  was  responsible.    (Id.) 

18.  A  Jury  was  challenged  by  the 
prisoner  for  principal  cause  and  to 
the  favor;  he  testified  in  substance 
that  he  had  read  in  the  newspapera 
of  great  frauds  perpetrated  against 
the  city;  that  he  had  read  of  the 
prisoner's  case  and  had  formed  in 
some  degree  an  opinion  in  regard 
thereto,  which  he  had  yet,  and  it 
would  require  evidence  to  remove 
it;  but  that  his  opinion  was  con- 
tingent, founded  on  an  assumption 
of  the  truth  of  what  he  had  read, 
which  he  had  not  investigated; 
that  his  opinion  was  the  general 
Impression  a  man  derives  from 
reMing  a  statement  in  a  news- 
paper;  that  he  verily  believed  he 
could  render  an  impartial  verdict 
and  that  his  previously  formed 
opinion  would  not  bias  or  affect 
such  verdict,  nor  would  he  be  in- 
fluenced at  all  on  the  trial  tlMr^ 
by;  that  if  put  upon  the  juiy  he 
would  discard  his  opinion  and 
decide  upon  the  testimony,  and 
in  that  event  it  would  not  re- 
quire evidence  to  overcome  hia 
opinion,  and  he  would  try  the  case 
without  being  influenced  bv  it. 
The  challenges  were  overruled  and 
the  juror  was  then  challenged  per- 
emptorily. After  the  full  number 
of  peremptory  challenges  had  been 
exhausted  another  juror  was  called 
whom  the  prisoner's  counsel  pro- 
posed to  challenge  peremptorily 
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upon  the  ground  ^lat  they  had 
been  unlawfully  compelled  to  ex 
haust  challenges  by  the  alleged 
erroneous  decision  of  the  court  as 
to  the  competency  of  said  juror. 
The  court  denied  the  right  to  fur- 
ther j)eremptory  challenges: 

Hdd,  no  error;  that  if  the  ques- 
tion could  be  thus  raised,  as  to 
which  qumre,  the  ruling  as  to  com- 

Eetency  was  correct,  and  the  ex- 
austion  of  the  peremptory  chal- 
leges  was  not  compelled  by  any 
error  of  the  court.    (Id,) 

m 

19.  A  party  seeking  to  elicit  new 
matter  constituting  an  element  of 
his  case,  upon  cross-examination 
of  a  witness  produced  by  the  op- 
posite side,  has  not  the  right  to 
put  leading  questions;  as  to  such 
new  matter  the  witness  becomes 
his  own.    (Id.) 

80.  The  range  and  extent  of  a  cross- 
examination  is,  as  a  general  rule, 
within  the  discretion  of  the  court, 
subject  to  the  limitation  that  it 
must  relate  to  matters  pertinent 
to  the  issue,  or  which  tend  to  dis- 
credit the  witness  or  impeach  his 
moral  character.    (Id.) 

21.  Where  this  limitation  has  been 
regarded,  this  court  cannot  inter- 
fere, save  where  there  has  been 
an  abuse  of  discretion.    (Id,) 

22.  Plaintiff  in  error  was  indicted 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act ''  to 
prevent  and  punish  wrongs  to 
children "  (tee.  4,  ehap.  122,  Law 
of  1870),  which  declares  it  to  be  a 
misdemeanor  for  one  **  having  the 
care  or  custody  of  an^  child  "  to 
cause  or  permit  the  child's  life  to 
be  endangered  or  health  to  be  in- 
jured, etc.  The  charge  was  that 
the  accused  willfully  neglected  to 

grovide  the  child  named,  of  whom 
e  had  the  care  and  custody,  with 
proper  and  sufficient  food  clothing 
and  medicine,  thus  causing  his 
health  to  be  In j ured.  It  appeared , 
on  trial,  that  the  accused  was  the 
secretary  of  a  benevolent  institu- 
tion, having  a  board  of  trustees. 


and  subject  to  visitation  of  the 
supreme  court  and  the  state 
board  of  charities  and  corrections. 
He  was,  however,  in  actual  charge, 
provided  for  the  household,  and 
was  the  director  of  all  its  internal 
affairs,  and  had  the  actual  care 
and  custody  of  its  inmates: 

Hdd,  that  he  had  the  care  and 
custody  of  the  child  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute.  (CowUy 
agt.  People,  83  N,  Ji,  464.) 

28.  The  court  declined  to  charge  that 
the  prisoner  had  no  right  to  re- 
ceive and  distribute  the  revenue 
provided  by  the  legislature  for  said 
institution.  It  did  not  appear  that 
the  ability  to  supply  more  and  dif- 
ferent food  or  other  needful  things 
depended  upon  that  revenue,  but 
it  appeared  that  he  had  other 
means  in  his  power  to  use : 
Held,  no  error.    (Id,) 

24.  The  court  charged  that  if  the 
prisoner  took  the  child  into  his 
care  and  custody,  the  law  imposed 
upon  him  the  duty  of  giving  him 
food,  clothing,  care  and  medical 
attendance  reasonably  necessary 
and  proper  to  keep  his  life  from 
danger  and  his  health  from  in- 
jury. Also,  that  if  he  did  not  have 
the  means  to  provide  what  was 
needful  for  the  child,  it  was  his 
duty  to  apply  to  the  public  author- 
ities for  aid;  and  that  if  the  pris- 
oner neglected  so  to  do  and  life 
was  endangered  or  health  injured 
he  was  guilty: 

Held,  no  error.    (Id,) 

25.  One  who,  with  no  natural  or 
legal  duty  voluntarily  seeks  and 
assumes  the  care  and  custody  of 
a  child  is  amenable  to  the  statute 
if  he  fails  to  perform  the  duty  re- 

S[uired,  to  the  injury  of  the  child, 
t  is  not  requisite  to  aver  or  prove 
that  he  had  means  of  support;  he 
must  either  perform  his  duty  or 
surrender  such  care  and  custody. 

(Id.) 

26.  In  putting  hypothetical  ques- 
tions to  expert  witnesses  counsel 
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may^  assume  the  facts  in  accord- 
ance with  his  theoTj  of  them;  it 
is  not  essential  that  he  state  the 
facts  as  they  exist    (loL) 

27.  The  indictment  charged  the  of- 
fense to  be  on  a  day  specified;  tiie 
proof  was  of  continuous  acts  and 
omissions  in  giving  the  child  in- 
sufficient food;  no  one  specific  act 
was  shown  to  have  been  done  on 
any  riven  dav: 

Hetd,  that  the  statute  did  not  re- 
quire the  offense  to  be  made  out 
bv  proof  of  an  act  on  any  partic- 
ular day;  that  the  indictment  was 
ffood  averring  the  offense  on  a 
day  specified,  and  proof  of  re- 
peated and  continuous  acts  or 
neglects  connected  in  operation 
resulting  in  the  effect  condemned 
by  the  statute  was  sufficient  to 
sustain  the  indictment.    (Id,) 

88.  The  prosecution  offered  in  evi- 
dence photographs  of  the  child, 
one  taken  before  he  went  to  the 
institution,  and  others  taken  about 
two  weeks  after  he  was  taken 
away.  It  was  proved  that  said 
photographs  were  accurate  pic- 
tures as  the  child  appeared  at  the 
times  they  were  taken;  also,  that 
the  obild  improved  in  condition 
after  he  was  taken  from  the  pris- 
oner's custody  and  before  the  last 
photographs  were  taken.  These 
were  received  under  a  general  ob- 
jection: 

Held,  no  error.    (Id.) 

89.  Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment 
for  keeping  a  disorderlv  and  com- 
mon bawdy  and  gambling  house, 
after  the  court  had  charged  that  if 
the  defendant  kept  a  gambling 
house  where  gamblers  resorted  to 
play  for  money,  and  did  so  play  to 
the  knowledge  of  defendant,  he 
was  guilty,  defendant's  counsel 
asked  the  court  to  charge  that  the 
playinff  of  cards  in  defendant's 
house  aid  not,  of  itself,  make  it  a 
gambling  house.  The  court,  in  re- 
ply, said,  "Except  that  it  is  the 
gambling  for  money  that  makes  it 
a  disorderly  house : " 


ffM,  no  .error  ;  that  the  court 
had  pro^rly  defined  the  offense 
of  keeping  a  gambling  house,  and 
its  remark  clearly  referred  to  a 
house  of  that  character,  {^ng 
agt  Btople,  83  N.  T„  687.) 

80.  Where,  on  the  trial  of  an  indict- 
ment containinj^  different  counts, 
there  is  a  specific  verdict  of  gufl^ 
on  one  count  and  the  verdict  is 
silent  as  to  the  other  counts,  it  is 
equivalent  to  an  acquittal  on  those 
counts,  and  a  Judgment  on  the 
verdict  is  as  to  them  a  bar  to  fur- 
ther prosecution.  (Peapls  agt 
Bowling,  UK  T.,m.) 

81.  Upon  a  reversal  of  the  conviction 
the  trial  and  conviction  are  not  a 
bv  to  a  new  trial  upon  the  count 
on  which  the  verdict  of  guilty  was 
rendered ;  but  the  reversal  does  not 
disturb  the  verdict  of  acquittal 
upon  the  other  counts,    (/d) 


DEED. 

1.  The  plaintiff,  a  married  woman, 
executed  without  examination  a 
trust  deed  with  her  husband  to 
secure  certain  of  his  creditors, 
upon  his  representation  that  it 
was  a  conveyance,  in  form  and 
substance,  such  as  he  had  pre- 
viously represented  to  her  it 
would  be,  and  to  which  she  had 
assented,  the  fact,  however,  being 
that  the  deed  included  lands  other 
than  those  he  had  proposed  to  con- 
vey and  to  which  she  had  agreed: 
UslA,  that  the  deed,  in  so  far  as 
it  affected  the  dower  rights  of  the 
wife  in  such  other  lands,  is  in- 
operative and  void,  and  that  her 
rights  remained  the  same  as  though 
she  had  not  executed  the  deed. 
(TFifAatfsagt  dehaaek,  ante,  167.) 

3.  Also,  that  negligence  is  not  to  be 
imputed  to  the  plaintiff  in  sign- 
ing the  deed  without  examination 
as  to  its  contents,  in  reliance  upon 
the  representations  of  her  hus- 
band (See  d  a,  57  ffow.  Pr.,  810). 
(Id.) 
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8.  The  plaintiff,  who  was  building 
aeyen  nouses  in  Fortieth  street  on 
which  defendant  B.  had  loaned 
money  upon  mortgages,  conveyed, 
in  February,  1874,  two  of  the 
houses  to  A.,  for  a  consideration 
of  $10,000,  sublect  to  three  mort- 
gages aggregatmg  $59,000.  A. 
soon  after  took  possession  and 
completed  the  two  houses  at  his 
own  charge,  and  then  one  of  the 
houses  was  sold  under  foreclosure 
of  one  mortgage,  and  B.,  in 
the  end,  acquired  title  thereto. 
Afterward  A.  sold  the  other  house 
to  B.,  who  is  now  the  owner  of 
the  entire  property.  The  plain- 
tiff, who  had  not  previously 
claimed  the  property,  brought 
this  action  in  1880  to  have  the 
deed  of  1874  declared  to  be 
a  mortgage  security,  asserting, 
thought  there  was  no  contem- 
poraneous writing  to  that  effect, 
that  it  was  given  as  collateral 
for  the  loan,  the  houses  to  be  sold 
when  finished,  and  the  $10,000 
repaid  with  interest.  This  de- 
fendant A.  denied,  and  testified 
that  the  conveyance  was  absolute, 
with  the  conditional  right  in 
plaintiff  to  effect  a  sale  of  the 
houses  which  would  completely 
reimburse  him  (A.)  at  any  time 
within  ei^ht  months: 

JSeld,  mat  the  deed  was  not 
intended  as  a  mortgage,  but  as 
representing  an  actual  sale,  and 
the  privilege  extended  to  plain- 
tiff to  find  a  purchaser  for  the 
property  never  having  been 
complied  with,  she  lost  all  right  or 
interest  in  the  propertv.  {Cwmm 
agt.  Anderson,  ante,  2d«.) 


DEFEN81L 

1.  When  it  is  claimed  that  a  con- 
tract is  void  because  made,  in 
violation  of  the  act  forbidding  the 
use  of  the  words  "  &  Co.,"  when 
they  do  not  represent  an  actual 
partner,  the  illegality  must  be  set 
up  afflrmativel^r  as  a  defense,  and 
if  not  pleaded  it  cannot  be  urged 
upon  the  trial,  when  the  fact  ap- 


pears, as  a  ground  for  dismiss- 
mg  the  complaint  {(XZooU  agt 
Ga/rmn,  1  Hun,  92).  (Stoddard  9^ 
Key,  ants,  187.) 

S.  Intoxication  is  no  defense  to  crime. 
(The  FiBople  agt  Oavanagh,  ante, 
187.) 

SeetsBAJsnTY. 

The  Peopte  agt.  (yConnaU,  ante, 
486. 

iSMSHBBIFr. 


DEMURRER. 

1.  A  defendant  who  has  demurred, 
but  has  not  allowed  his  time  to 
amend  of  course  to  pass,  has  a 
right  to  withdraw  his  demurrer 
and  serve  an  answer  instead,  with- 
out leave  of  the  court  (The  Peo- 
ple 8^.  WhUweU,  ante,  88S.) 

2.  In  such  case  the  answer  must  be 
regarded  as  an  amendment  of  the 
demurrer.    (Id.) 

See  Impbofbr  Joinder. 

Kdley  agt  Neuman,  ante,  166. 

See  CoxTKSBL. 

Baron  agt  Oohen,  ante,  867. 


DEPOSITIONS. 

1 .  The  power  of  the  court  to  award  a 
commibsion,  without  the  consent 
of  parties,  to  take  the  testimony  of 
a  witness  out  of  the  state  depends 
entirely  on  statute,  and  can  only 
be  exercised  in  the  cases  therein 
specified.  (In  re  an  Attorney,  88 
N.  T„  164.) 

2.  The  provisions  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  in  reference  to 
ta^inff  depositions  out  of  the 
state  {9ec9.  887  et  eeq.),  relate  to  ac- 
tions only.    (i{{.) 
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DISCOVERT. 

I.  The  plaintiflg  obtained  an  order 
for  discovery  upon  a  petition 
alleging  upon  information  and  be- 
lief that  aefendants  had  in  their 
possesBion  certain  letters  and  bills 
of  lading  relating  to  the  goods 
mentioned  in  the  complaint,  and 
jyookB  of  account  containing  en- 
tries relating  to  them,  and  that 
said  books  and  papers  related  to 
the  merits  of  the  action,  and  their 
inspection  was  necessary  to  pre- 
pare the  case  for  trial: 

Held,  1.  That  the  possession  by 
defendants  of  these  books  and 
papers,  in  the  absence  of  denial 
by  them,  must  be  assumed ;  that  if 
they  exist,  they  would  necessarily 
relate  to  the  merits  of  the  action, 
and  that,  therefore,  a  case  is  made 
out  for  a  discovery,  under  section 
803  of  the  Code. 

2.  The  defendants'  claim  that 
no  discovery  can  be  ordered,  ex- 
cept in  the  cases  mentioned  in 
Rule  14  of  the  supreme  court 
rules,  is  untenable,  as  by  the  pro- 
visions of  section  804  to  808  of  the 
Code,  the  general  rules  of  practice 
may  enlarge  section  808  and  the 
following  sections,  but  they  have 
no  power  to  restrict  the  operations 
of  those  sections.  (Anmnek  agU 
Jf&rth,  ante,  114.) 


DISORDERLY  PERSONS. 

See  CnncmAL  Law. 

Matter  of  Wdeher,  ante,  352. 
ihs  People  agt.  Coffee,  ante,  445. 

See  CoBon  (Cmr  of). 

Matter  of  TrmNs,  ante,  61. 


DISTRICT  COURT. 

1.  On  an  appeal  from  a  district 
court  judgment  to  the  court  of 
commoAi  please  no  undertaking  or 
deposit  is  required  to  perfect  the 
appeal.  The  payment  of  the  costs 
of  the  action  only  is  required  by 


section  8047  of  the  Code  of  ClvU 
Procedure.  {Strute  agt  Droffe, 
ante,  888.) 

2.  By  section  8050  no  undertaking  is 
required  unless  a  stay  of  execu- 
tion is  de^red.    {Id.) 


DIVORCE. 

1.  The  defendant,  in  1848,  con- 
tracted a  legal  marriage  with 
Catharine  Murphy,  at  London, 
England,  which  still  subsists.  The 
de^ndant  emigrated  to  the  United 
SUtes  in  1849,  and  in  1850,  at  the 
city  of  Elmira,  he  and  the  plain- 
tiff entered  into  a  marriage  con- 
tract, and  afterwards  cohaoited  as 
husband  and  wife,  at  that  city, 
until  1860,  when  the  first  wife  ap- 
peared at  Elmira.  The  parties 
immediately  separated,  the  plain- 
tiff resumed  and  has  ever  since 
used  her  maiden  name.  The 
defendant  conveyed  all  his  prop- 
erty to  the  plaintiff  and  left  the 
sUte.  About  1861  the  defendant 
returned  to  Elmira,  and  entered 
into  a  contract  relating  to  property 
with  the  plaintiff,  under  her 
maiden  name.  Since  the  separa- 
tion in  1860  the  parties  have  not 
lived  together  as  husband  and 
wife,  but  both  parties  have  resided 
at  that  city  as  unmarried  persons. 
Shortly  before  the  commencement 
of  this  action,  the  defendant  com- 
menced to  live  and  cohabit  with 
another  woman.  At  the  time  of 
the  intermarriage  of  the  parties 
the  plaintiff  had  no  knowled^  of 
the  prior  marriage  of  the  defend- 
ant The  plaintiff  asks  for  a 
divorce  upon  the  ground  of 
adultery,  which  the  defendant  re- 
sists upon  the  ground  that  the  rela- 
tion of  husband  and  wife  never 
existed  between  them,  and  asks 
that  the  contract  of  marriage  en- 
tered into  by  them  be  declared 
null  and  void.  The  celebration 
of  a  marriage  contract  between 
the  parties  to  this  action,  their  sub- 
sequent cohabitation  as  husband 
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and  wife,  and  subaequent  sexual 
intercourse  between  the  defendant 
and  another  woman,  is  established. 
As  a  defense,  and  as  a  eround 
for  a  decree  of  nullity,  the  defend- 
ant established,  by  undisputed  evi- 
dence, that  at  the  time  of  the 
marriage  he  had  a  living  wife: 

Held,  that  the  relation  of  hus- 
band and  wife  lies  at  the  very 
foundation  of  a  divorce  a  vineulo, 
and  it  must  be  affirmatively  es- 
tablished before  a  judgment  of 
divorce  can  be  rendered. 

Held,  also,  that  a  marriage  con- 
tract entered  into  by  a  person 
having  a  husband  or  wife  living, 
with  a  third  person,  is  utterly  void. 

Held,  also,  that  the  evidence  of 
the  former  marriage  was  com- 
petent in  this  case,  and,  it  being 
established,  is  a  defense  to  the 
action.  When  the  plaintiff  estab- 
lished the  solemnization  of  a  mar- 
riage contract  between  the  parties, 
the  defendant  was  not  estopped 
from  proving  the  former  marriage, 
nor  was  he  estopped  from  assert- 
ingthe  fact  as  a  defense. 

Held,  further,  that  under  section 
601  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Proced- 
ure, in  an  action  for  divorce  a  vin- 
culo, a  defendant  may  have  affir- 
mative relief.  (Finn  agt.  Finn, 
anta,  88.) 


DRUNKENNESS. 

^Inbanitt. 

FiBople  agt.  (yOonneU,  ante,  486. 


EASEMENT. 

1.  Where,  after  the  owner  of  two 
adjoining  premises,  one  being  an 
extension  in  the  rear  of  the  otner, 
had  established  a  communication 
between  the  front  and  rear  build- 
ings, with  an  entrance  thereto 
through  the  front  building,  the 
two  buildings  were  sold  upon 
foreclosure  of  mortgages,  the 
defendant  purchasing  the  front 
building  and  the  plaintiff  that  in 


the  rear,  and  then  the  defendant 
closed  up  the  entrance  in  the  hall- 
way between  the  premises  pur- 
chased by  him  and  the  rear  build- 
ing adjoining: 

Held  (in  a  suit  by  pUintiff  for 
relief),  that  the  case  is  not  one 
entitling  plaintiff  to  equitable  in- 
terference. (8ehryfMerfigt,Phdp$, 
<inte,  1.) 


ELEVATED  RAILROADS. 

1.  The  supreme  court  has  the  power 
and  it  is  their  duty  to  review 
the  report  of  commissioners  ap- 
pointed by  the  general  term  pur- 
suant to  the  provisions  of  the 
rapid  transit  act  of  1876  {sec.  4), 
upon  the  facts,  and,  after  a  con- 
sideration of  all  the  circum- 
stances, to  determine  the  question 
whether  private  rights  and  in- 
terests should  be  yielded  for  the 
sake  of  the  public  good.  (Mat- 
ter of  Brooklyn  iSpid  Transit 
Company,  ante,  404.) 

2.  No  man's  property  should  be 
taken  for  or  injuriously  affected 
bv  the  construction  or  operation 
of  an  elevated  railroad,  except 
upon  the  condition  that  compen- 
sation for  all  damages  sustained 
by  him  thereby  should  be  made. 
(Id,) 

8.  Ample  protection  against  direct 
invasions  of  the  rights  of  private 
property  is  afford^  by  the  con- 
stitution. It  cannot  be  taken  for 
public  use  without  compensation. 
lid.) 

4  But  it  seems  a  mooted  question 
whether  owners  of  property 
which  merely  abuts  upon  the 
street,  and  not  actually  taken  bv 
the  railroad  corporation,  although 
injuriously  affected,  are  protected 
by  the  constitutional  provision 
referred  to.    (Id,) 

6.  The  right  to  construct  elevated 
railroads  in  streets  should  be  made 
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to  depend  upon  their  proriding  a 
suitable  and  sufficient  indemmty 
to  abuttinff  owners  against  any 
damages  wnicb  they  may  sustain 
thereby;  or,  if  they  may  lustly  be 
deemed  too  onerous,  then  pro- 
vision should  be  made  by  law  for 
such  indemnity  in  some  other 
mode.  Until  such  indemnity,  in 
a  suitable  form,  shall  have  been 
provided,  the  right  to  construct 
should  be  denied.    (Id,) 


ESCAPE. 


1.  Where  an  action  is  brought 
against  a  sheriff  for  an  escape,  he 
cannot  set  up  an  error  in  the  pro- 
cess under  which  the  arrest  was 
made  which  renders  it  simply 
voidable  not  void.  {Dui^<wi  agt 
Waater,  84  If.  T.,  445.) 


ESCHEAT. 

1.  An  allegation  in  a  complaint  that 
B.  died  seised  of  lands,  intestate, 
unmarried  and  without  issue, 
leaving  him  surviving  a  father,  an 
alien,  who  died  intestate  and 
without  living  descendants,  where- 
by the  land  escheated,  is  not,  on 
dimurrer,  a  sufficient  allegation 
to  make  it  affirmatively  appear 
^  that  the  father  died  without  heirs 
having  legal  capacity  to  take. 
ifira&y  agt.  Dwight,  ante,  800.) 

8.  It  is  the  settled  law  of  this  state 
that  descent  between  brother  and 
sister  is  immediate,  notwithstand- 
ing the  alienage  of  the  parent, 
and,  therefore,  the  allegation  in 
the  complaint  that  the  lands 
escheatea  was  an  unauthorized 
conclusion.    {Id,) 

8.  B.,  being  seized  of  lands  in  fee, 
mortgaged  them  to  C.  The 
lands  were  afterwards  conveyed  to 
D.,  who  died  unmarried,  intes- 
tate and  without  issue,  leaving  him 
surviving  a  father,  an  alien,  who 
also  diea  intestate  without  leav- 


ing descendants.  Afterwards,  in 
1648,  the  mortgage  was  fore- 
closed in  chanceiT,  but  the  state 
to  whom  it  was  alleged  the  lands 
had  escheated  were  not  made  a 
party.  The  legislature  released 
the  property  to  the  plaintiff,  who 
brings  suit  to  redeem  against  the 
holders  under  foreclosure,  wjio 
have  been  in  undisputed  posses- 
sion for  thirty-eight  years.  No 
notice  of  the  application  to  the 
legislature  was  nven  the  defend- 
ants as  required  oy  Laws  of  1889, 
chapter  259: 

Beld,  that  the  plaintiff  shows 
no  ground  of  equitable  relief. 
A  court  of  equity  should  not  lend 
its  aid  in  ftutherance  of  such  a 
claim.    {Id.) 


ESTOPPEL. 

See  DivoBCB. 

^nn  agt  Finn,  ante,  88. 


EVIDENCE. 

1.  On  a  trial  before  a  Jury  the  ques- 
tion as  to  the  admission  of  a 
memorandum  book,  like  any 
memorandum  resorted  to,  to  aid 
or  correct  the  memory,  which, 
without  it,  would  be  indefinite 
and  uncertain,  is  not  whether  it 
was  admissible  as  the  case  stood 
when  it  was  offered  and  received, 
but  it  may  be  received  with  ref- 
erence to  other  evidence  after- 
wards to  be  submitted.  {Dunn 
agt.  James,  ante,  307.) 

2.  Where  the  plaintiff  swears  that 
he  had  a  memorandum  book  kept 
by  G.  ;  that  he  was  unable  to 
keep  it;  that  when  money  was 
paid  him  he  took  the  book  to  G., 
who  entered  it;  that  he  gave  the 
items  of  money  paid  him  to  G. 
correctly;  and  the  latter  swears 
that  he  made  the  entries  on  the 
book  correctly  as  the  sums  were 
given  him : 

Hdd,  that  this  was  a  verification 
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of  the  book  as  a  memorandum  in 
aid  of  the  memory,  rendering  it 
definite  and  certain  as  to  the 
money  paid. 

Hdd,  also,  that  this  evidence, 
thus  made  certain  in  it«  effect,  is 
admissible. 

Hdd,  further,  that  where  it  was 
proved  that  the  book  was  drawn 
off  on  a  paper  in  the  form  of  an 
account,  and  what  the  book  con- 
tained was  put  upon  this  paper, 
thus  making  a  sworn  transcript 
of  the  book,  and  that  this 
account  was  furnished  to  the 
defendant,  and  after  he  had  ex- 
amined it  he  said,  "  I  find  it 
pretty  correct." 

HM,  that  this  evidence  rendered 
the  book  Competent  as  a  memo- 
randum, for  the  defendant  had  in 
substance  admitted  its  correctness 
by  admitting  the  correctness  of  a 
verified  copy.    (Id.) 

8.  Although  the  evidence  of  the 
defendant  tended  to  a  contradic- 
tion of  these  admissions,  yet  in 
this  view  the  entire  evidence,  in- 
cluding the  book  as  a  verified 
memorandum,  was  proper  for  the 
consideration  of  the  jury.    {IdJ) 

A.  Where,  upon  the  close  of  the  case, 
the  plaintiff's  counsel  suggested 

.  that  the  accounts  of  the  plamtiff, 
which  was  the  sworn  copy  of  the 
book  and  the  memorandum  used 
by  the  defendant  while  testifying, 
should  be  delivered  to  the  jury; 
and  the  judge  stated  that  if 
neither  party  objected  they  could 
be  so  delivered,  and  no  objection 
being  made,  the  same  were  handed 
to  the  jury: 

Hddy  that  this  was  in  effect  a 
consent  that  the  account,  which 
was  shown  to  have  been  taken 
correctly  from  the  book,  might 
go  before  the  jury  on  the  occasion 
of  their  deliberations,  and  took 
away  all  just  ground  for  the 
objections  that  the  book  was  im- 
properly admitted,  if  any  such 
ground  before  existed.    {Id) 

0u  Although  in  an  action  for  negli- 


gence it  is  necessary  for  the  plain- 
tiff to  show  affirmatively  that  the 
negligence  of  the  defendant  was 
the  sole  cause  of  the  injury  com- 
plained of,  it  is  not  necessary  that 
this  be  done  by  positive  and  direct 
evidence,  proof  of  circumstances 
from  which  the  inferences  may 
fairly  be  drawn  is  sufficient. 
(Jones  agt.  N.  T.  Central  and  Hud- 
son River  BaUroad,  ante,  450.) 

6.  Not  only  is  the  truth  of  evidence 
for  a  jury,  but  the  legitimate  and 
proper  inferences  to  be  drawn 
therefrom  are  also  for  them.    (Id. ) 

7.  Wliere  the  answer  conceded  that 
the  faU  occurred  whilst  the 
deceased  was  in  the  discharge  of 
his  duty  as  a  brakeman,  and  the 
legitimate  inference  from  the 
proof  was  that  he  fell  by  reason  of 
the  round  giving  way: 

Held,  that  Uie  two  —  the  admis- 
sion and  the  proof — together 
establish  that  the  deceased,  m  the 
discharge  of  his  dutv,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  such  discharge  of  duty, 
took  hold  of  the  round  which, 
owing  to  an  old  break,  easily  dis- 
coverable bv  the  defendant  if  an 
inspection  had  been  made,  and 
not  seen  by  the  deceased  on 
account  of  the  darkness  of  night 
and  the  necessary  haste  of  its  use, 
gave  way,  causing  him  to  fall  and 
be  crushed  by  the  train. 

Held,  also,  that  these  facts 
establish  both  the  negligence  of 
the  master  and  the  freedom  from 
negligence  of  the  servant,  and 
throws  upon  the  master  the  entire 
responsibility  of  the  accident.  (Id.) 

8.  A  referee  appointed  in  supple- 
mentarv  proceedings  suing  for 
fees  will  not  be  permitted  to  show 
that  property  was  discovered  upon 
the  examination,  or  that  the  judg- 
ment was  in  consequence  paid. 
His  action  is  upon  the  statute,  and 
although  the  answer  denies  the 
rendition  of  any  services,  such 
evidence  is  improper,  as  it  may 
unjustly  influence  the  jury.  (iZw- 
^agt.  Gram,  ante,  4U8.) 
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9.  In  this  action,  brought  hj  the 
plaintiff  to  recover  damages  for 
the  seduction  and  debauching  of 
his  daughter  by  the  defendant,  the 
latter  answered  by  a  general  de- 
nial. No  claim  was  made  to 
recover  punitive  damages.  Upon 
the  trial  the  defendant  offered  to 
prove  that  before  he  had  had  con- 
nection with  the  daughter  she  had 
had  connection  with  another  man. 
This  evidence  was,  upon  the  plain- 
tiff*s  objection,  excluded  on  the 

f  round  that  to  be  admissible  the 
acts  should  have  been  specially 
pleaded: 

Held,  that  the  court  erred  in  re- 
jecting the  evidence;  that  the 
facts  sought  to  be  proved  tended 
to  reduce  the  actual  damages  sus- 
tained by  the  plaintiff  in  grief  and 
injury  to  his  feelings,  and  were 
aomissible  though   not  specially 

S leaded.    ( WandeU  agt.  BiwartUj 
5  Hun,  408.) 

10.  Under  section  686  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  the  defendant 
is  only  required  to  set  forth  in  his 
answer  the  facts  which  he  seeks  to 
prove  as  "tending  to  mitigate  or 
otherwise  reduce  the  plaintiff's 
damages,"  when  such  facts  tend 
to  disprove  malice,  and  so  dimin- 
ish or  reduce  the  punitive  or  ex- 
emplary damages  which  the  plain- 
tiff may  be  entitled  to  recover. 

That  section  does  not  prevent 
him  from  proving,  under  a  general 
denial,  any  facts  which  tend  to  di- 
minish or  reduce  the  actual  dam- 
ages which  th^  plaintiff  claims  to 
have  sustained.    (Id.) 

11.  This  action  wss  brought  to  re- 
cover as  damages  the  value  of 
certain  spearmint  oil  loaned  by 
the  plaintiff's  intestate  to  the  de- 
fendant, upon  his  promise  to 
return  a  like  quantity  and  quality 
of  oil.  December  6,  1876,  the  in- 
testate recovered  a  judgment, 
upon  an  inquest  taken  at  the 
circuit,  which  was,  on  July  29, 
18  i  8,  opened  upon  the  applica- 
tion of  a  committee  appointed  for 
the  defendant,  upon  his  being  ad- 
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udged  an  habitual  drunkard, 
ctober  8, 1878,  the  intestate  died, 
and  thereafter  the  action  was  re- 
vived and  continued  bv  the  plain- 
tiff. Upon  the  trial  me  plaintiff 
gave  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  upon  the  inquest  the  intestate 
was  sworn  in  the  presence  of  the 
defendant  and  gave  evidence  tend- 
ing to  show  thsi  such  a  demand 
as  was  required  by  the  contract 
had  been  made.  A  witness  was 
asked  by  the  plaintiff  if,  upon  the 
inquest,  the  defendant  had  an  op> 
portunity  to  examine  the  intestate. 
Upon  the  defendant's  objection 
the  answer  was  excluded.  There- 
after the  evidence  as  to  the  testi- 
mony given  by  the  intestate  upon 
the  inquest  was  stricken  out: 

Held,  that  this  was  error,  as  it 
did  not  appear  that  the  failure  of 
the  defendant  to  cross-examine 
the  plaintiff's  intestate  was  due  to 
any  fault  or  omission  on  the  part 
of  the  latter.  (Bradley  agt.  Minek, 
26  Hun,  273.) 

12.  On  an  issue  as  to  whether  the  de* 
fendant  was  in  possession  of  a 
farm  as  a  tenant  or  under  a  con- 
tract of  sale  from  the  plaintiff's 
testator,  a  witness  testified  that  he 
was  present  at  a  conversation  be- 
tween the  plaintiff's  testator  and 
defendant,  in  which  the  testator 
asked  the  defendant  for  some  rent, 
and  the  defendant  said  he  had  the 
money  in  the  bank  ready  to  pay 
when  he  knew  who  to  pay  it  to: 

Held,  that  the  admission  of  evi- 
dence offered  bv  the  plaintiff  to 
the  effect  that  for  a  considerable 
period  of  time,  embracing  the 
time  of  the  conversation,  the  de- 
fendant had  several  hundred 
dollars  on  deposit  in  the  bank  re- 
ferred to,  was  error.  (Oor?tam 
agt.  Price,  25  Hun,  11.) 

18.  Where  a  plaintiff,  suing  as  ex- 
ecutor, proves  by  a  third  person 
a  conversation  between  his  testa- 
tor and  the  defendant,  it  is  com- 
petent for  the  defendant  to  state 
whether  the  conversation  testided 
to  ever  took  place.    (Id.) 
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14.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages 
for  a  failure  by  the  defendant  to 
perform  a  contract  for  the  sale  of 
real  estate,  where  the  value  of  the 
real  estate  at  the  time  of  the  breach 
is  to  be  determined,  a  witness,  who 
was  at  that  time  engaged  in  a  busi- 
ness which  required  nis  attention 
to  be  directed  to  the  marketable 
value  of  property  of  the  kind  in 
question,  and  who  was  acquainted 
with  that  and  other  property  of 
the  same  character  in  its  vicinity, 
and  knew  at  what  prices  such 
property  was  held  by  the  persons 
owning  and  controlling  it,  is  com- 
petent to  express  an  opinion  as  to 
the  value  of  the  property  in  ques- 
tion. (JarvU  agt.  Fwrman,  25 
Hun,  891.) 

15.  Where,  in  an  action  upon  a  policy 
of  insurance  against  fire,  the  de- 
fense is  that  the  fire  was  set  by  the 
fraudulent  act  or  procurement  of 
the  insured,  the  defendant  is  not 
required  to  adduce  evidence  of 
the  same  quality  and  degree  as 
would  be  required  to  sustain  an 
indictment  for  arson;  it  is  suffi- 
cient if  the  charge  be  supported 
by  a  preponderance  of  the  evi- 
dence, even  though  such  evidence 
be  insufficient  to  exclude  all  rea- 
sonable doubt.  (JolvMon  agt.  Ag- 
rieuUural  Ins,  Co.,  25  Hun,  251.) 

16.  Upon  the  trial  of  an  action  for 
slander,  the  plain  tiif  may,  to  show 
malice,  prove  the  utterance  of  the 
same  slanderous  words,  for  which 
the  action  is  brought,  by  the  de- 
fendant at  a  time  prior  to  that  set 
forth  in  the  complaint,  although 
an  action  has  heretofore  been 
brought  for  the  utterance  of  the 
words  so  spoken,  which  has  been 
discontinued  upon  a  settlement 
made  by  the  defendant.  (Flan- 
ders agt.  Groff,  25  Hun,  558.) 

17.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages 
because  of  the  speaking  of  slan- 
derous words  by  the  defendant 
concerning  the  plainti£F,  evidence 
of  all  that  occurred  on  the  occa- 
sion —  the  words  spoken  and  Uie 


acts  done— is  competent    (Dal- 
ton  agt.  OiU,  25  Hun,  120.) 

18.  It  is  competent  on  the  trial  of 
the  question  as  to  whether  or  not 
one  is  a  partner,  to  ask  him 
whether  he  was  asked  to  become 
a  partner,  and  what  the  result  of 
the  proposition  was,  and  whether 
he  had  any  interest  in  the  capital 
or  stock  of  the  firm.  {Adee  agt. 
ComeU,  25  Hun,  78.) 

19.  A  mortgagor  who,  after  con- 
veying the  mortgaged  premises 
has  been  made  a  partv  defendant 
to  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mort- 
gaffe  (but  against  whom  no  money 
judgment  is  asked  and  b^  whom 
no  answer  has  been  put  m)  is  in- 
competent to  testifv  in  favor  of 
his  grantee  in  regard  to  a  personal 
transaction  between  himself  and 
the  plaintiff's  intestate.  (8miih 
agt  Haihom,  25  Hun,  159.) 

20.  Letters  of  administration,  regu- 
lar upon  their  face,  are  presump- 
tive evidence  of  the  legal  appoint- 
ment of  the  administrator  named 
therein.  (Johnston  agt  Smith,  25 
Hun,  171.) 

21.  Where  in  an  action  to  foreclose  a 
mortgage,  which  by  its  terms  was 
given  to  secure  the  payment  of 
moneys  as  specified  in  the  condi- 
tion of  a  bond,  the  defense  of  pay- 
ment is  interposed,  the  non-pro- 
duction of  the  bond  by  the  plaintiff 
is  evidence  of  the  discharffe  of 
the  mortgage  debt;  and  if  un- 
explained is  conculsive  against 
plaintiff's  right  to  recover.  (Ber- 
gen agt  Urb^n,  88  If.  T,  49.) 

22.  Plaintiff's  sleigh  was  upset  by 
striking  against  a  switch  laid  down 
bv  defendant  in  a  street  in  the 
city  of  B.,  to  connect  its  tracks 
with  that  of  another  road  over 
which  it  ran  its  cars.  The  evi- 
dence tended  to  show  that  the 
switch  was  higher  above  the  pave- 
ment than  was  necessary  or  rea- 
sonable. A  witness  was  asked  by 
plaintiff's   counsel,  whether   th<^ 
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switch  was  as  high  at  the  time  of 
the  trial  as  at  the  time  of  the 
accident;  this  was  objected  to  aud 
objection  OYemiled: 

HM,  no  error.     (Wooleif 
Grand  8L,  etc,,  R  R  Co,,  88 
F.,  121.) 


.-t 


28.  Also,  AeU,  that  it  was  not  error  to 
receive  evidence  that  there  had 
been  other  accidents  at  the  same 
switch.    (Id.) 

24.  After  a  witness  has  testified  to 
facts  showing  that  he  has  some 
knowledge  of  the  cost  or  value 
of  buildmgs,  acquired  as  a  dealer 
or  builder,  his  testimony  as  to  the 
value  of  a  building  is  competent. 
( Woodruff  agt.  Imp.  F,  Ins,  Co, , 
88  N.  r.,  188.) 

25.  Plaintiff  offered  to  prove  that 
there  was  a  conspiracy  between 
the  attachment  creditors,  the  judg- 
ment debtors  and  the  sheriff,  to 
issue  the  attachment  "for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  the  col- 
lection of  plaintiff's  judgment:" 

Held,  that  the  offer  was  prop- 
erly excluded;  that  the  fact  that 
there  was  a  conspiracv  to  do  what 
the  law  authorizes  dia  not  affect 
the  legality  of  the  act  (T^eMe 
agt.  Conner,  88  if.  T.,  281.) 

20.  In  an  action  against  a  stockholder 
of  a  railroad  corporation  by  a  cred- 
itor thereof,  unoer  the  provision  of 
the  general  railroad  act  (mc.  10, 
chap.  140,  Law9  qf  1850,  m 
amended  by  chap,  282,  Latoe  of 
18o4),  making  each  stockholder 
liable  for  the  debts  of  the  oor- 
IK)ration  to  the  amount  unpaid 
on  his  stock,  the  record  of  a  judg- 
ment against  the  cozporation  is 
competent  evidence  of  plaintiff's 
etatus  as  a  creditor  and  of  the 
amount  due  him.  (8te]^ieni  Mtt. 
Jte,  88-y.  r.,818.) 

S7.  The  effect  of  said  proyision  is  not 
to  impose  any  penalty  or  original 
liability  upon  the  stockholder,  but 
simply  to  confer  upon  the  creditor 
of  tne  cori>oration  a  right  to  pur- 


sue, for  the  satisfaction  of  his 
claim,  the  indebtedness  of  the 
stockholder  to  the  corporation  for 
his  unpaid  subscription.  The 
creditor  claims  through  the  cor- 
poration, and  if  he  shows  that  he 
IS  a  creditor,  by  evidence  binding 
and  conclusive  against  it,  the  evi- 
dence Is  competent  against  the 
stockholder.    (Id,) 

28.  In  such  an  action,  on  trial  be- 
fore a  referee,  after  the  case  was 
closed  it  was  reopened  by  order 
of  the  court  for  the  sole  purpose 
of  allowing  defendant  to  put  in 
evidence  certain  exhibits  and  rec- 
ords; on  the  rehearing,  defend- 
ant offered  oral  evidence  to  sus- 
tain a  counter-claim: 

Held,  that  it  was  properly  ex- 
cluded.   (Id.) 

29.  In  an  action  against  a  common 
carrier  by  sea  to  recover  damages 
for  injuries  to  the  freight  by  a  col- 
lision with  a  collier,  auer  a  protest 
or  statement  as  to  the  circumstan- 
ces attending  the  injury  and  the 
management  of  the  vessel  had  been 
given  in  evidence,  and  after  wit- 
nesses had  testified  in  reference 
thereto,  there  being  a  discrepancy 
between  the  protest  and  some  of 
the  testimony,  and  the  evidence 
covering  a  great  variety  of  facts, 
a  witness  called  as  an  expert  by 
plaintiff,  after  having  testified  that 
he  had  heard  the  testimony  read 
to  the  jury  the  previous  day,  and 
the  protest,  and  had  heard  the  tes- 
timony of  one  or  two  of  the  wit- 
nesses and  the  circumstances  as 
detailed  by  them,  was  asked  "  un- 
der the  circumstances  detailed  by 
these  witnesses  and  in  the  protest, 
and  under  certain  circumstances 
which  were  specified,  "what  in 
your  opinion  should  have  been 
done  by  the  persons  in  charge  of 
the  steamship?" 

Held,  incoinpetent    (OiUterman 
;.  Lw.,  N,  T„  etc,,  Co.,  88  JV;  F., 

80.  The  goods  damaged  were  sold  at 
public  auction: 
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Held,  that  evidence  of  the  prices 
brought  was  competent  as  tend- 
ing to  show  vfdue,  and  upon  the 
question  of  damages.    (Id.) 

81.  TJpoB  the  trial  of  an  indictment 
for  robbery  in  the  first  degree,  the 
property  taken  being  charged  to 
be  one  key  of  the  value  of  one 
dollar,  evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
prosecution  was  to  the  effect  that 
certain  persons,  one  of  whom  was 
the  prisoner,  entered  the  room  of 
W.,  who  was  janitor  of  a  bank, 
masked,  while  he  was  in  bed;  that 
they  suffocated  and  handcuffed 
him,  and  by  putting  a  pistol  to  his 
head  compelled  him  to  disclose 
the  combination  of  the  lock  of  the 
bank  safe,  and  put  him  into  such 
a  state  of  terror  as  to  be  incapable 
of  resistance;  that  they  then  took 
and  earned  away  the  bank  keys 
from  a  table  in  his  presence,  one 
of  them  being  the  key  of  the  street 
door,  and  subsequently  entered 
and  robbed  the  bank: 

Held,  that  evidence  of  the  burg- 
lary committed  at  the  bank  was 
admissible  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  that  it  was  committed  by 
the  same  party  who  committed 
the  robbery,  and  by  connecting 
the  prisoner  with  the  burglary  to 
connect  him  with  the  robbeir. 
(Hope  agt.  People,  88  i\r.  F.,  418.) 

83.  Upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment 
evidence  of  the  commission  of 
another  crime  by  the  prisoner  is 
competent  where  it  is  relevant  and 
material  on  the  question  of  the 
guilt  of  the  prisoner  of  the  crime 
for  which  he  is  on  trial.    (Id,) 

88.  Also,  held,  that  evidence  was 
competent  of  the  complicity  of 
the  prisoner  in  a  prior  scheme  to 
enter  and  rob  the  bank.    (Id) 

84.  Photographic  pictures  when 
shown  to  be  correct  resemblances 
of  the  person  or  thing  represented 
are  competent  as  evidence.  (Oov>- 
ley  agt.  FeopU,  88  N.  T.,  465.) 

85.  Plaintiffs,  who   were  bankers, 


loaned  to  B.  Bros,  h  H.  $10,000, 
upon  the  specific  pledge  of  a 
quantity  of  whisky;  this  loan 
was  paid  in  full.  Prior  and  sub* 
sequent  to  this  loan  plaintiffs  made 
o^her  advances  to  said  firm  to  a 
larffe  amount.  The  whisky  was 
levied  on  by  B.,  defendant's  testa- 
tor, then  sheriff,  under  attach- 
ments, against  M.  On  the  trial  of 
an  action  to  recover  possession  of 
the  whisky,  defendants  offered  to 

Erove  admissions  of  one  of  the 
rm  of  B.  Bros.  &  H.,  to  the  effect 
that  the  whisky  was  the  property 
of  M. ;  this  evidence  was  excluded: 
HM,  error;  that  plaintiffs  had 
no  Uen  or  claim  upon  the  prop- 
erty, but  B.  Bros.  &  H.  were  en- 
titled thereto,  and  the  admissions 
were  competent  as  against  them. 
{Duncan  agt  Brennan,  88  N,  Y., 
487.) 

86.  Oral  testimony,  or  writings  of  a 
testator  not  attested  as  a  will, 
showing  a  contrary  intent  from 
that  expressed  by  the  plain  terms 
of  the  will,  are  incompetent  as 
evidence  and  ineffectual  to  change 
those  terms.  ( WiUiams  agt.  IS^ 
man,  88  K  T.,  561.) 

87.  The  declarations  of  a  testator 
cannot  be  resorted  to  to  contradict 
or  explain  the  intentions  expressed 
in  his  wilL    (Id) 

88.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages 
for  alleged  negligence  causine  the 
death  of  plaintifris  intestate,  plain- 
tiff claimed  that  the  deceased  fell 
from  the  footway  through  the  open 
draw  on  defendant's  bndee  when 
crossing  it  in  the  night.  Defend- 
ant had  placed  gates  over  the  foot- 
way on  each  end  of  the  draw  which 
were  designed  to  be  lowered  when 
the  draw  was  opened.  Plaintiff 
claimed  that  the  gate  was  not 
lowered  at  the  time  of  the  acci- 
dent. M.  a  boy  in  defendant's 
employ  was  called  as  a  witness  for 
it,  ana  after  testifying  on  cross- 
examination  that  he  hi3  been  sent 
at  times  to  pull  down  the  gate,  was 
asked  if  he  told  one  B.  on  one  oo- 
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casion  to  pull  it  down.    Thla  was 
objected  to  and  excluded: 

Jlddf  no  error.  (Hart  agt.  EL  R. 
Bridge  Co.,  HK  F.,  56.) 

89.  M.  testified  that  he  did  not  see  a 
woman  fall  from  the  bridge.  On 
cross-examination  he  testined  that 
he  did  not  say  in  the  presence  of 
people  at  the  draw,  when  the  sub- 
ject was  discussed  just  after  the 
splash  in  the  water  which  he 
heard,  that  he  saw  the  woman  fall 
from  the  end  of  the  bridge.  One 
N.  was  called  as  a  witness  for 
plaintiff,  who  testified  that  he  saw 
a  boy  among  those  gathered  on  the 
bridge  after  the  draw  was  closed, 
but  could  not  identify  M.  as  the 
one.  Plaintiff's  counsel  then 
offered  to  prove  that  the  boy  said 
he  saw  a  woman  fall  off  the 
bridge;  this  was  excluded: 

ffeld,  no  error;  that  the  question 
as  to  the  identity  of  M.  with  the 
boy  whom  N.  saw  was  for  the  court 
to  determine;  also  that  the  atten- 
tion of  M.  was  not  called  with 
sufficient  particularity  to  the  time, 
place,  persons,  &c.,  to  lay  a  foun- 
dation for  the  impeaching  evi- 
dence.   {Id,) 

40.  A  civil  engineer  having  experi- 
ence in  the  erection  of  bridges,  as 
a  witness  for  defendant,  was  al- 
lowed to  testify,  under  objection 
and  exception,  that  it  was  not 
customary  to  have  gates  of  any 
kind  on  draw-bridges: 

Held,  no  error;  Uuit  it  was  com- 
petent for  the  defense  to  show  that 
the  bridge  was  constructed  with 
extraordmary  care.    {Id.) 

41.  The  same  witness  was  asked, 
on  cross-examination,  whether  it 
was  safe  and  proper  to  have  draws 
with  drop-gates  across  the  foot- 
path of  a  bridge  when  the  draw 
was  open;  this  was  objected  to 
and  excluded: 

Held,  no  error ;  that  it  was  a  mat- 
ter of  opinion  and  not  within  the 
range  of  expert  evidence.    {Id.) 

42.  Defendant  W.  was  liable  as  sec- 


ond indorser  of  a  note  upon  which 
one  F.  was  primarily  liable.  F. 
was  also  otherwise  indebted  to  W. 
F.  was  the  owner  of  certain  land 
upon  which  C.  had  a  mortgage, 
and  upon  which  plaintiff  had  a 
prior  mortgage.  C.  proposed  that 
W.  should  take  an  assignment  of 
his  mortga^and  that  F.  should 
execute  to  w.  a  deed  of  the  land 
as  security  for  the  payment  of  the 
sum  he  should  advance  to  C.  and 
for  his  liability  as  indorser;  this 
was  assented  to  by  W.,  and  F.  and 
the  parties  went  to  the  office  of  an 
attorney  for  the  purpose  of  em- 
ploying him  to  draw  the  necessaiy 
papers  and  to  consummate  the 
proposed  arrangement.  A  deed  of 
the  land  was  then  executed  to  W. , 
containing  a  covenant  by  which 
he  assumed  and  agreed  to  pay 
plaintiff's  mortgage.  In  an  action 
to  foreclose  said  mortgage  plain- 
tiff sought  to  make  W.  liable  for 
any  deficiency,  he  claiming  that 
the  arrangement  was  chanced  at 
the  attorney's  office,  and  it  was 
then  agreed  that  F.  should  convey 
the  land  absolutely.  To  prove  this 
'  plaintiff  called  the  attorney,  who 
was  permitted  to  testify,  under 
objection  and  exception,  to  the 
conversation  between  the  parties 
when  the  deed  was  drawn : 

Held,  error;  that  the  communi- 
cations so  made  were  privileged. 
{Root  agt.  Wright,  84  -Y.  7.,  72.) 

43.  The  rule  prohibiting  an  attorney 
from  disclosing  communications 
made  by  a  client  is  not  confined  to 
communications  made  in  contem- 
plation of  or  in  the  progress  of  an 
action  or  judicial  proceeding,  but 
extends  to  those  made  in  reference 
to  any  matter  which  is  the  proper 

^ubject  of    professional  employ- 
Tnent    {Id,) 

44.  'Wliere  communications  are  made 
to  an  attorney  bv  either  of  two  or 
more  parties  m  tne  presence  of  the 
others,  while  employed  as  their 
common  attorney  to  give  advice  as 
to  matters  in  wnich  they  are  mu- 
tually interested,  the  saia  rule  pro- 
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hibits  him  from  testifying  to  such 
communications  in  an  action  be- 
tween his  clients  and  a  third  per- 
son.   {Id.) 

45.  The  trial  of  an  indictment  for 
burglary  and  larceny,  and  for  re- 
ceiving stolen  goods,  was  had  after 
the  passage  of  the  act  of  1876 
(chap.  182,  Laws  of  1876)  declar- 
ing that  persons  jointly  indicted 
shall  be  competent  witnesses  for 
each  other.  One  L.  who  was 
Jointly  indicted  with  the  prisoner, 
was  called  as  a  witness  on  his  be- 
half. His  testimony  was  objected 
to  and  refused: 

Held,  error.  (PeopU  agt.  Dofolr 
»n^,84  3.  r.,  478.) 

46.  Some  of  the  stolen  property  was 
found  in  the  prisoners  possession; 
he  claimed  that  he  purchased  it, 
and  offerd  to  prove  what  was  said 
as  to  the  mode  of  obtaining  the 
property  at  the  time  of  the  alleged 
purchase  by  the  men  of  whom  the 
alleged  purchase  was  made.  This 
was  objected    to  and   excluded: 

HM,  error;  that  while  not  com- 
petent to  prove  that  the  alleged 
vendors  came  by  the  property  in 
the  mode  asserted,  it  was  relevant 
and  competent  upon  the  issue  of 
guilty  knowledge.    (Id.) 

47.  The  prosecution  proved  the  flnd- 
ine  at  the  house  of  the  prisoner 
other  goods  than  those  named  in 
the  indictment,  and  there  was  tes- 
timony tending  to  prove  that  those 
other  goods  had  been  stolen  and 
receiv^  with  gailtv  knowled^. 
The  prisoner  offerea  to  show,  by 
his  own  testimony,  that  he  pur- 
chased a  part  of  these  goods  at  L. . 
and  that  he  asked  the  persons  of 
whom  he  bought  them  to  go  and 
look  at  and  iaentify  them.  Thit 
was  objected  to  and  rejected : 

Udd,  that  if  the  proof  given  by 
the  prosecution  was  competent, 
such  testimony  was  erroneously 
rejected;  that  the  prisoner  had  the 
right  to  meet  the  evidence  against 
him  by  testimony  tendin^^  to  show 


that  he  came   by  the   property 
honestly.    {Id.) 

48.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages 
for  alleged  negligence,  proof  of 
the  violation  of  a  city  ordinance 
does  not  establish  negligence  per 
86;  it  is  competent  evidence  upon 
the  question  to  be  submitted  to 
the  jury,  but  not  conclusive. 
(Knupfle  agt   Kniek,  lee  Co.,  84 


488.) 


EXAMINATION  OP  PARTY. 

I.  When  on  the  trial  the  plaintiff 
read  in  his  own  behalf  the  cross- 
examination  of  H.,  a  deceased, 
party  taken  on  a  former  trial, 
showing  what  had  nowhere  else 
appeared  in  the  case,  the  exist- 
ence of  an  indebtedness  from  the 
defendant  M.  to  H.,  and  which 
constituted  the  agreed  considera- 
tion of  the  note  : 

Rdd,  that  by  this  proof  or  the 
sworn  declarations  of  the  de- 
ceased, the  plaintiff  encountered 
the  exception  in  section  829  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  and  ex- 
posed himself  to  the  evidence  of 
the  defendant  M.  as  to  the  same 
transaction.  {FoU%  agt.  Mayer, 
ante,  t26.) 

See  Appeal. 

Amnnck  agt.  North,  ante,  114. 


EXCEPTIONS. 

1.  An  order  sending  the  exceptions 
to  the  general  term  to  be  heard  in 
the  first  instance  does  not  suspend 
the  entry  of  judgment,  unless  the 
order  as  entered  also  provides  for 
the  suspension  of  judgment  upon 
the  verdict.  (Douglass  agt.  Haber- 
stro,  ante,  39.) 

2.  The  motion  to  be  made  in  the 
general  term  is  for  a  new  trial  on 
the  exceptions,  and  all  that  court 
has  power  to  do  is  to  grant  or  re- 
fuse the  motion.     (Id.) 
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8.  Where  'in  an  action  tried  at  the 
circuitp  before  the  court  and  a 
jary,  a  nonsuit  has  been  granted, 
the  court  cannot,  since  the  passage 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
order  the  exceptions  to  be  heard 
in  thei  first  instance  at  the  general 
term.  {Seelp  agt.  N.  T.  C.  and  R, 
R  R  R  Co.,  25  Hun,  280.) 

4.  Filed  after  decision  of  cause, 
tried  by  the  court,  to  a  failure  of 
the  court  to  decide  Question  raised 
on  trial,  not  ayailabte.  (See  Hand 
agt.  Kennedy,  83  ^.  F.,  149.) 

5.  Upon  the  trial  of  an  action  there 
was  no  controverted  question  of 
fact.  The  court  took  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff,  reserved  the  case  for 
further  consideration  and  then 
rendered  Judgment  for  defendant. 
This  was  done  without  objection; 
there  was  an  exception  to  the 
ludgment.  but  none  to  the  mode 
in  which  it  was  reached : 

Held,  that  there  was  no  excep- 
tion bringing  the  error,  if  any,  to 
the  notice  of  this  court  {DioeUn 
agt  Cooper,  84  K  T.,  410.) 


EXCISE  LAW. 

1.  An  execution  is  valid  without 
any  teste.  {People  ex  rd.  Brawn 
agt  Van  Hoeeen,  ante,  76.) 

2.  A  person  in  Jail  for  penalties  for 
selhng  liquors  in  violation  of 
chapter  628  of  the  Laws  of  1857, 
is  not  entitled  to  the  liberties  of 
the  Jail.    (Id.) 

8.  Section  32  of  this  act,  which  pro- 
vides that  '*  the  person  or  persons 
against  whom  ludgment  shall  be 
rendered,  shall  not  be  entitled, 
under  any  execution  issued  on 
such  Judgment,  to  the  liberties  of 
the  Jail,"  is  not  repealed  by  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure.    (Id.) 

L  These  actions  were  conmienced 
by  one  R.,  under  section  80  of 
the  act  of  1857  (ehap.  628),  which, 
in  substance,  provides  that  in  case 


the  overseers  of  the  poor  (in  this 
county,  the  plaintiffs),  whose  duty 
it  is  to  nrosecute  for  any  penalty 
incurred  under  the  act  to  suppress 
intemperance  and  to  regulate  the 
sale  of  intoxicating  liquors,  shall 
neglect  to  prosecute  for  the  period 
of  ten  days  after  complamt  to 
them  that  any  provision  of  said 
act  has  been  violated,  accom- 
panied with  reasonable  proof  of 
the  same,  that  then  any  other 
person  may  prosecute  therefor 
in  their  names,  claiming  that  he 
had  complied  with  the  statute 
and  that  the  commissioners  had 
failed  to  perform  their  duty,  and 
that  he  thereby  acquired  the  ri^t 
to  use  their  names  as  plaintiffs. 
The  commissioners  base  their 
omission  to  prosecute  upon  the 
insufficiency  of  the  complaint  and 
the  proofs  which  accompanied  it 
From  these  proofs  it  appears  that 
the  complainant,  who  is  a  resi- 
dent of  Brooklyn,  annexed  to  and 
made  part  of  his  complaint  a 
prlntea  copy  of  the  City  Record, 
containing  the  names  of  all  the 
licensed  liquor  dealers  of  New 
York,  about  9,000  in  number,  and 
all  of  these  persons  were  charged 
in  a  general  way  with  every  con- 
ceivaole  violation  of  the  excise 
act  R. ,  the  chief  witness,  resides 
in  Richmond  county,  and  two 
other  persons  named  as  witnesses 
are  said  to  reside  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  but  they  fail  to  dis- 
close their  occupations,  places  of 
business  or  residence: 

Held,  that  the  relator,  R.,  has 

not  brought  himself  within  the 

•   statute,  that  he  has  neither  served 

the  complaint  nor  furnished  the 

groof  required  thereby,  and  that 
e  had  no  authority  to  bring  any 
action  in  the  names  of  the  plain- 
tiffs founded  on  said  complaint  or 
g  roofs.  (Hes8  agt.  AppiU,  ante, 
18.) 

5.  The  complaint  filed  with  the  com- 
mifiisioners  is  not  only  unreason- 
able, but  impracticable,  and  does 
not  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the 
statute.    (Id,) 
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6.  In  such  case  the  commissioners 
haye  the  right  to  move  to  dis- 
continue or  Higmlaa  the  actions. 
{Id.) 

EXECUTION. 

1.  An  execution  is  valid  without 
any  teste.  {People  w  rd.  Brown 
agt  Van  Hoesen,  ante,  76.) 

2.  In  issuing  an  execution  in  a  case 
where  real  property  has  been  at- 
tached, the  command  to  the  sheriff 
should,  among  other  things,  re- 
quire him  to  satisfy  the  judgment 
out  of  the  real  property  belong- 
ing to  the  JudCTient  debtor  "  on 
the  day  when  the  attachment  was 
levied  thereon,"  and  on  the  day 
when  the  judgment  was  so  dock- 
eted. ( Woolworth  et  al,  agt.  Tap- 
lor,  ante,  90.) 

8.  In  this  respect  sections  649,  708 
{eub.  2)  and  1869  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  are  all  to  have 
operation  in  harmony.    {Id,) 

4.  Where  the  notice  of  sale  is  cor- 
rect as  to  date  of  the  attachment 
lien,  the  execution  and  certificates 
of  sale  made  thereon  may,  if  in- 
accurate, be  amended,  nunc  pro 
time,  to  conform  to  the  fact.   (Id.) 

6.  Where,  in  a  will,  the  testator 
directs  his  estate  to  be  divided 
into  a  certain  number  of  shares, 
and  that  one  of  said  shares  shall 
be  held  in  trust  to  keep  the  same 
invested  and  to  receive  the  rents, 
income  and  profits  thereof,  and 
pay  the  same  over  to  the  benefi- 
ciary named  as  they  accrue  and 
are  collected,  and  the  property 
devised  by  the  testator  is  not  in- 
vested in  securities  recognized  by 
the  rules  of  law  applicable  to  in- 
vestments by  trustees,  the  trustee 
must  8^11  and  reinvest  in  accord- 
ance with  such  rule.  {WtOiame 
agt.  Jamee,  ante,  184) 

6.  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  {eece. 
876-382,  tub.  7)  prescribing  the 
tines  within  which  actions  upon 


judgments  must  be  brought  relate 
only  to  the  remedy  by  action  and 
do  not  affect  the  remedy  by  exe- 
cution, (iiee  Kineaid  agt  Ekk' 
ardeon,  25  Hun,  287.) 

7.  Within  the  meaning  of  the  pro- 
vision of  the  statute  m  reference 
to  summary  proceedings  to  re- 
cover lands  (2  R.  8.,  512,  §  28,  tub. 
4,  amended  by  chap.  101,  Laws  of 
1879),  which  authorizes  the  re- 
moval, as  a  tenant,  of  any  person 
holding  over  and  continumg  in 

Sossesraon  of  real  estate  sold  un- 
er  execution  against  such  person, 
after  title  under  said  sale  has  been 
perfected,  any  person  in  possession 
under  the  title  which  the  purchaser 
has  acquired  is  a  tenant  and  may 
be  removed.  The  statute  is  equally 
applicable  to  the  judgment  debtor, 
and  all  who  hold  under  him  under 
pretense  of  title  acquired  from 
him,  posterior  to  the  judgment 
{Peome  eso  rel.  Higgine  agt.  McAda/m^ 
84  N.  7.,  287.) 

8.  Accordingly  hdd,  that  a  person  in 
possession  under  a  lease  executed 
by  a  receiver  appointed  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  bv  executors,  who 

*  held  as  such  a  leasehold  interest 
in  the  premises,  was  a  tenant  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  said  pro- 
vision; and  that  one  who  had  pur- 
chased the  interest  of  the  exec- 
utors upon  sale  under  execution 
issued  bv  order  of  the  surrogate, 
upon  a  judgment  against  them  as 
executors,  recovered  prior  to  the 
appointment  of  the  receiver,  the 
supreme  court  having  eiven  leave 
that  the  execution  be  levied  and 
enforced  upon  property  in  the 
hands  of  the  receiver  or  the  ex- 
ecutors, could  maintain  summary 
proceedings  to  remove  such  ten- 
ant; that  under  the  order  of  the 
supreme  court  the  receiver  was  in 
effect  the  person  against  whom  the 
execution  was  issued.    {Id.) 

EXECUTOR 

iSiMWiLL. 

Onderdonk  agt  Acherman,  a/ntj, 

8ia 
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Bee  Bhbriff. 

DougUue  agt  Haheretro,  ante, 
455. 


FALSE  IMPRISONMENT. 

See  Attornkt. 

Fiaher  agt  Lanfflmn,  ante,  288. 


FALSE  RETURN. 

1.  The  plaintijff  herein  appealed 
from  a  judgment  recovered  against 
her  in  an  action  brought  by  one 
Pope,  before  the  defenaant,  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace.  Owing  to  the 
falsity  of  the  return  made  bv  the 
defendant  the  appeal  was  heard 
on  the  law  and  not  on  the  facts 
as  desired  bv  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
judgment  of  the  justice  afflrmen. 

In  this  action  brought  by  her  to 
recover  the  damages  sustained  by 
her  by  reason  of  the  false  return, 
the  ludge  charged  that  she  was 
entitled  to  recover  the  costs  paid 
in  the  county  court  and  the  rea- 
sonable and  proper  expense  she 
was  put  to  in  applying  for  the  new 
trial: 

Held,  that  the  charge  was  suf- 
ficiently favorable  to  the  defend- 
ant. (Brooke  agt.  8t,  John,  25 
Bun,  640.) 

FEES. 

L  Keeper's  fees  not  being  a  service 
for  which  any  fee  or  compensa- 
tion is  fixed  or  allowed  by  law,  an 
agreement  to  pay  such  fees,  if  not 
UTe^Uy  extorted,  is  a  perfectly 
valid  one  in  law.  (AfaffiUn  agt. 
Boeenthal,  ante,  504.) 


FINDINGS  OF  LAW  AND  FACT. 

1.  Where  the  findings  of  fact,  by  a 
referee,  conflict,  the  defeated  party 
is  entitled  to  those  most  favorable 
to  him  and  ma^rely  upon  them  in 
aid  of  exceptions  to  the  referee's 
conclusions  of  law.  {Schioinger 
agt  Baymond,  9^  N.  T.,  192.) 


2.  Where  findings  contained  in  the 
case,  as  settled  by  a  referee,  differ 
from  those  contained  in  hid  report 
the  former  will  be  deemed  correct, 
as  it  is  upon  the  case  that  excep- 
tions stand  (Code  of  Cml  Pnh 
cedure,  eee.  097).    {Id,) 

8.  The  refusal  of  a  trial  court,  to 
whom  a  case  is  submitted  for  de- 
terminatioUf  to  find,  upon  a  ques- 
tion of  law  involved,  as  requested 
by  the  defeated  party,  is  not  error 
requiring  a  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment here  although  the  request 
might  well  have  l^n  grant^,  if 
this  court  arrives  at  the  same  final 
conclusion  as  to  the  right  of  re- 
covery.    (Lo^  agl.   Bdlman,  88 

jf.  r.,  601.) 

4.  The  provision  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  (§  1023)  fixing  and 
determining  the  practice  as  to  find- 
ings by  the  court  or  a  referee,  and 
providing  that  requests  to  find 
shall  be  made  and  the  proposed 
findings  passed  upon  before  the 
final  decision  or  report,  is  incon- 
sistent with  that  portion  of  Rule 
82  as  it  stood  prior  to  the  last 
amendment  (adopted  December 
17, 1880;  went  into  effect  March  1, 
188n,  which  authorized  findings 
of  fact  upon  settlement  of  the 
case,  and  rendered  so  much  of 
said  rule  inoperative.  (Oormeriy 
agt.  McQlynn,  ^N,  T.,  281) 


FORECLOSURE. 

1.  An  action  upon  a  guaranty  of  a 
mortgage  is  within  the  provision 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  {2  R  8., 
191,  §§  153,  154),  prohibiting  any 
proceedings  unless  authorize  by 
the  court,  after  bill  filed  to  fore- 
close a  mortgage  for  the  recovery 
of  the  debt  secured  by  the  mort- 
gage; and  in  the  absence  of  such 
authority  the  action  is  not  main- 
tainable. (McKeman  agt  Bobin- 
etm,  84  N,  T.,  106.) 

2.  Where,  however,  such  an  action 
has  been  commenced  without  pre- 
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viouB  authority,  the  court  may  by 
subsequent  onier  made  nvTic  pro 
tunc  grant  pennission,  and  so  re- 
move the  impediment  to  the  main- 
tenance of  the  action  founded 
upon  the  statute.    {Id.) 

8.  By  the  appointment  of  a  receiver 
in  a  foreclosure  suit  the  plaintiff 
obtains  an  equitable  lien  only  upon 
the  unpaid  rents;  until  such  ap- 
pointment, the  owner  of  the  equity 
of  redemption  has  a  right  to  re- 
ceive the  rents  and  cannot  be  com- 
pelled to  account  for  them.  (Rider 
agt.  Bagley,  84  if.  F.,  461.) 

4.  It  teevM  that,  assuming  the  court 
has  power  to  compel  such  owner 
to  pay  the  rents  to  the  receiver 
after  his  appointment,  the  exer- 
cise of  the  power  is  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court,  and  so  not 
reviewable  here,    ijd.) 

5.  So,  also,  where  fraud  or  contempt 
upon  the  supreme  court  is  charged 
upon  the  owner,  in  receiving  rents 
with  knowledge  of  the  pendency 
of  an  application  for  a  receiver,  it 
is  for  that  court  to  deal  with  it, 
and  its  action  in  that  respect  is 
not  subject  to  review  by  this  court. 
{Id,) 


POREiaN  CORPORATIONS. 

1.  Where  a  suit  is  brought  against  a 
foreign  corporation,  though  a  gen- 
eral appearance  by  defendant 
before  answering  gives  the  court 
jurisdiction  over  its  person,  it 
does  not  necessarily  give  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  subject-matter  of  the 
action,  and  where  some  of  the 
plaintiffs  are  non-residents,  the 
complaint  must  be  dismissed  as  to 
them,  a  case  not  being  made  out 
under  section  i780  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure.  (Ertin  agt. 
The  Oregon  BaUway  and  Naviga- 
tion Company  and  others,  ante, 
490.) 

2.  A  resident  plaintiff,  however, 
where  the  complaint  makes  out  a 
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cause  of  action  may  maintain  the 
suit,  though  the  acts  out  of  which 
the  cause  of  action  arises  were 
done,  and  the  property  from  the 
management  and  disposition  of 
which  the  plaintiff's  loss  and  dam- 
age were  sustained  are  beyond  the 
jurisdiction,  and  the  relief  within 
the  power  of  the  court  to  grant 
may  be  incomplete.    {Id.) 

8.  That  the  stock  of  such  plaintiff, 
suing  as  a  stockholder,  has  not 
been  registered,  is  no  reason  why 
he  should  not  maintain  the  action. 
{Id.) 

GENERAL  TERM. 

1.  Where  a  plaintiff  in  an  action  for 
partition  dies  after  argument  at 
general  teim,  and  before  decision 
of  an  appeal  from  an  order  re- 
quiring a  purchaser  on  sale  under 
the  juagment  to  complete  his  pur- 
chase, the  general  term  has  power 
to  direct  its  order  to  be  entered 
nuTic  pro  tune,  as  of  a  day  prior  to 
the  death.  (Bergen  agt.  Wyckof, 
84  iV:  r.,659.) 

GUARDIAN  AD  LITEM. 

1.  A  guardian  ad  litem  can  only  be 
regularly  appointed  for  such  a  de- 
fendant after  service  of  summons 
personally  or  by  the  substituted 
mode  of  service  prescribed.  (In- 
gerec^  agt.  Mangam,  SiN.T.,  622.) 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

1.  Under  section  450  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  in  an  action 
against  a  married  woman  for  her 
personal  tort,  it  is  not  necessai^ 
to  join  her  husband  as  a  defend- 
ant, and  he  is  not  a  proper  party 
to  such  an  action.  Where  on  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial  by  one  of 
the  defendants,  it  appeared,  as  a 
question  of  law,  thai  there  could 
be  no  recovery  as  against  such 
defendant,  and  that  a  new  trial 
would  not  change  the  result: 
Held,  that  the  verdict  should  be 
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Bet  aaide,  and  a  nonsuit  directed 
as  to  such  defendant  (FiiMgerald 
agt  Quann,  ante,  881.) 


ILLEGAL  TRADE. 

See  BuMMABT  Pbocbedihob. 

The  People  ex  reL  Shaw  agt 
McCarty  etoL,  ante,  153. 


IMPRISONMENT. 

1.  A  sentence  to  imprisonment  takes 
effect  only  from  the  first  da^  of 
actual  incarceration,  and  not  from 
the  day  when  sentence  is  pro- 
nounced. {People  ex  rel.  King  agt 
McEtoen,  ants,  226.) 

2.  Under  the  Code  of  Civil  Proced- 
ure in  an  action  in  which  the 
defendant  is  liable  to  arrest,  and 
m  which  the  plaintiff  is  unsuc- 
cessful in  his  suit,  the  latter  may 
be  arrested  and  imprisoned  by  the 
defendant's  attorney  on  a  claim 
for  costs.  (Parker  agt  Spear, 
ante,  804.) 

8.  And  this  is  true,  although  the 
plaintiff  did  not  exercise  his  right 
to  arrest  the  defendant,  and  al- 
though he  may  have  a  perfectly 
good  case,  but  loses  his  suit  on  a 
mere  technicality.    (Id.) 

4.  On  convictions  for  misdemeanor 
the  sentence  begins  to  run  from 
the  day  it  is  pronounced,  and  the 
time  the  prisoner  is  detained  in 
the  county  jail  is  to  be  credited 
upon  the  sentence  (Thie  eeeme  to 
be  adverte  to  People  ex  rel.  King 
K^.  MeEwen,  ante,  226).  (The 
People  agt.  Lineoln,  ante,  412.) 


IMPROPER  JOINDER 

1.  Where  a  complaint  in  an  action 
against  an  inaividual  defendant 
and  the  city  to  recover  damara 
for  injuries  from  a  fall  caused  oy 
accumulations  of  snow  and   ice 


upon  the  sidewalk  in  front  of 
certain  premises  allies  that  it 
was  the  duty  of  both  defendants 
to  maintain  the  sidewalk  in  front 
of  said  premises  free  from  incum- 
brances of  ice  and  snow,  and  also 
alleges  that  they  permitted  a  cellar 
extending  under  the  street  to  re- 
main open: 

Held  (upon  demurrer),  that  as 
two  causes  of  action  are  set  out 
in  the  complaint  —  one  for  per- 
mitting ice  and  snow  upon  the 
sidewfuk,  and  the  other  for  in- 
luries  sustained  by  plaintiff's  fall- 
mg  into  the  cellar —and  as  the 
inaividual  defendant  is  not,  as 
matter  of  law,  liable  for  accumu- 
lations of  snow  and  ice,  two 
causes  of  action  are  improperly 
joined.  (Kelfy  agt  NetDman,  ante^ 
156.) 

It  is  no  answer  to  the  demurrer 
to  say  that  such  causes  of  action 
are  not  separately  stated.    (Id.) 


INCUMBRANCE  UPON  PEER 

t.  Where,  in  an  action  to  compel  the 
removal  from  an  East  river  wharf 
of  a  building  erected  by  the  owner 
of  the  wharf  for  the  exclusive 
benefit  of  his  own  business,  and 
without  a  written  license  from  the 
department  of  docks,  it  appears 
that  the  wharf  has  been  used  by 
the  public  as  a  highway  and  for 
the  loading  and  discharging  of 
sailing  vessels  enga^d  in  foreign 
commerce  and  having  a  draft  of 
more  than  eisrhteen  feet  of  water: 
Meld,  that  the  building  is  an  in- 
cumbrance, an  interference  with 
the  dominant  right  of  the  public, 
and  must  be  removed,  and  that 
the  attorney-general  has  the  right 
to  bring  the  action.  (The  People 
agt.  Ma^,  ante,  65.) 


INDICTMENT. 

1.  Every  application  for  the  removal 
of  an  indictment  must  rest  in  the 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICB  REPORTS. 


687 


Digest 


sound  discretion  of  the  court  or 
Judge  who  is  to  determine  it  (T?ie 
rie^ls  agt.  3e$8ion$,  ante,  416.) 

8.  A  motion  of  this  character  should 
be  granted  not  only  when  the  ob- 
tainment  of  an  impartial  and  fair 
trial  requires  it,  but  also  whenever 
the  situation  and  official  standing 
of  the  accused  party,  the  undis- 
puted and  clearly  divided  line  of 
popular  opinion,  and  the  circum- 
stances of  the  alleged  crime,  as 
well  as  the  important  legal  ques- 
tions which  it  presents,  so  mag- 
nify the  importance  of  the  cause 
as  to  Justify  its  removal  from  the 
inferior  to  the  superior  tribunal 
for  trial.    (Id.) 

8.  8.,  a  member  of  the  senate  of 
this  state,  was  indicted  in  the  court 
of  sessions  of  Albany  county  for 
the  crime  of  bribery,  the  act  al- 
lefi;ed  being  the  payment  by  him 
01  $3,000  to  B.,  then  a  member 
of  assembly,  to  induce  the  said  B. 
to  vote  f  or  D.  to  represent  the  state 
in  the  senate  of  the  United  States. 
On  a  motion  by  defendant  to  re- 
move the  indictment  from  the 
court  of  sessions  to  Uie  court  of 
oyer  and  terminer: 

Hdd,  that  as  this  case  would  in- 
volve difficult  legal  questions  {see 
ehap.  599,  Laws  of  1858;  chap. 
742,  Laws  of  ISfXd;  arUcle  15  of  ths 
Constitution) ;  that  the  political  and 
official  standing  of  the  accused, 
the  act  charged  and  the  warm  and 
bitter  feelings  which  the  allega- 
tion of  its  perpetration  caused 
have  magnified  this  cause  far 
above  and  beyond  an  offense  com- 
mitted under  other  and  different 
circumstances,  renders  it  a  case 
of  sufficient  importance  as  to  Jus- 
tify its  removal.    {Id.) 

L  Although  the  notice  was  one  to 
be  made  at  special  term,  and  not  to 
a  Judge  of  tne  court;  hM,  that  as 
a  special  term  must  be  held  by  a 
single  Judee,  and  as  the  iudge  who 
in  lact  held  it,  when  the  motion 
was  made,  is  the  identical  one 
specified  in  the  notice  of  motion 


before  whom,  at  special  term,  it 
would  be  made,  the  objection 
must  be  disregarded.  As  the  no- 
tice is  of  a  motion  ''before  Mr. 
Justice  Webtbrook,"  the  addition 
thereto  "  at  the  next  special  term," 
&c. ,  may  be  rejected  as  surplusage. 
{Id.) 

INFANTS. 

1.  Where  infants  have  been  inju- 
riously affected  by  the  misconduct 
of  the  attorneys  in  the  action, 
either  by  surprise  or  if  any  newly 
discovered  evidence  can  be  se- 
cured, the  court  in  which  the  ac- 
tion was  brought  has  power  to 
grant  a  new  trial.  (Weidersum 
et  al.  agt.  Ncvumanetal.,  ante,  869.) 

3.  Where,  in  a  foreclosure  suit,  the 
summons  was  personally  served 
upon  two  of  the  defendants,  mi- 
nor children,  under  the  age  of 
fourteen,  of  the  mortgagor,  who 
died  intestate  before  the  action 
was  conmienced,  but  was  not 
served  upon  their  mother  or  gen- 
eral guardian: 

Hdd,  that  the  service  was  not 
such  as  to  five  the  court  Jurisdic- 
tion over  the  person  or  property 
of  the  infants,  even  though  a  guar- 
dian ad  litem  appointeafor  them 
appeared  in  the  action  and  put  in 
an  answer  for  them ;  and  a  Judg- 
ment of  forclosure  of  the  mort- 
gage and  sale  thereunder  cannot 
be  validated  bv  acts  done  subse- 
quent to  such  judgment  and  sale. 
{Bellamy  agt.  GuM,  ante,  460.) 

8.  A  judgment  entered  without  serv- 
ice of  process  is  not  within  the 
remedial  scope  of  sections  724  nor 
78;^  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure.   {Id.) 


INJUNCTION. 

1.  In  an  action  for  a  limited  divorce 
an  injunction  was  granted  re- 
straining defendant  from  interfer- 
ing with  plaintiff's  possession  and 
occupancy  of  a  certain  house.    A 
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final  Judgment  was  afterwards 
ertered  granting  a  divorce  and 
alimony  which  contained  no  refer- 
ence to  the  injunction  and  granted 
no  other: 

Held,  that  as  the  Judgment 
covered  the  whole  case  it  super 
seded  the  injunction;  that  it  was 
the  further  order  of  the  court, 
and  an  appeal  taken  therefrom 
would  not  affect  it  so  as  to  re- 
store or  reinstate  the  injunction. 
(Gardner  agt.  Gardner,  ante,  365.; 

2.  While,  as  a  general  rule,  the 
courts  of  this  state  will  decline  to 
interfere  by  injunction  to  restrain 
its  citizens  from  proceeding  in  an 
action  which  has  been  commenced 
in  the  courts  of  a  sister  state,  there 
are  exceptions  to  this  rule;  and 
where  a  case  is  presented  fairly 
constituting  such  exception,  ex- 
treme delicacy  should  not  deter  the 
court  from  controlling  the  conduct 
of  a  party  within  its  jurisdiction 
to  prevent  oppression  or  fraud. 
No  rule  of  comity  or  policy  for- 
bids it.  (ClaJUn  d  Go,  agt.  Humhn, 
a/ite,  284.) 

S.  Thus,  when  F.  N.  Hamlin  and 
Robert  W.  Hale  (now  dead)  were, 
in  1871,  copartners  in  business  in 
Chicago  and  were  burned  out  hy 
the  great  flre  of  that  vear,  their 
indebtedness  amounted  to  over 
if  ,000,000  and  the  plaintiffs  were 
the  largest  creditors.  A  com- 
promise was  effected  for  fifty 
cents  on  the  dollar.  F.  N.  Hamlin 
started  in  business  again  with 
another  partner,  the  plaintiffs 
loaning  thevnew  firm  lar^  sums 
of  money.  F.  N.  Hamlin,  In  18:6, 
being  refused  a  loan  of  $15,000  bv 
the  plaintiffs,  charged  them  with 
having  received  more  than  they 
were  entitled  to  under  the  com- 
promise, and  has  since  brought  a 
number  of  suits  against  them  in 
Illinois  in  the  name  of  his  father 
alleging  conspiracy  on  their  part 
with  his  former  partner.  Hale,  to 
defraud  the  other  creditors.  The 
plaintiffs  assert  that  the  suits  are 
brought    for  blackmailing    pur- 


poses, and  that  the  assignments 
from  creditors  of  Hamlin*s  firm, 
on  which  they  are  based,  have 
been  decided  to  have  been  ob- 
tained by  fraudulent  representa- 
tions: 

Held,  that  this  is  one  of  those 
tpecial  eases  which  warrant  the 
court  in  exercising  its  power,  and 
that  the  suit  brou^t  \yjr  John  W. 
Hamlin  in  the  state  of  Illinois  was 
not  brought  in  good  faith  and  was 
brought  for  the  purpose  of  vexing, 
annoying  and  harrassing  the  plain- 
tiffs in  this  action,  and,  therefore, 
the  preliminary  injunction  should 
be  continued  until  the  cause  can 
be  tried.    (Id,) 

8m  Traps  Mark. 

FlsMimann  agt.  Bchuekmannt 
ante,  92. 

See  Brooklyn  EiiBVATED  Railway. 
Negus  agt  City  of  Brooklyn,  ante, 
291. 

See  AseociATioK. 

Supreme  Council  of  the  Order  ef 
GhMen  Friends  agt  Fasrman, 
anie,  887. 

See  Action. 

Bates  et  al,  agt  Plonsk^  et  al, 
ante,  429. 


INJUNCTION. 

1 .  Under  the  Code  of  Civil  Proced- 
ure an  injunction  staying  the  exe- 
cution of  a  warrant  issued  upon 
a  final  order,  made  in  summary 
proceedings  for  the  recovery  of 
the  possession  of  real  property, 
can  only  be  granted  in  a  case 
where  one  would  be  granted  to 
stav  the  execution  of  the  final 
Judgment  in  an  action  of  eject- 
ment. {Knox  agt.  McDonald,  25 
Hun,  268.) 

2.  To  Justify  the  granting  of  the 
injunction,  it  must  be  shown  that 
the  plaintiff  is  making  an  oppres- 
sive use  of  the  judgment,  or  that 
he  has  ceased  to  own  the  prem** 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


689 


Digest 


ises,  or  that  the  defendant  has, 
subsequently  to  its  recovery,  ac- 
quired some  interest  or  equity  in 
the  property  which  should  oe  pro- 
tected, or  that  the  judgment  was 
obtained  by  fraud  or  collusion. 
(Id.) 

INSANITY. 

1.  The  defense  of  insanity  is  an 
affirmatiye  defense,  and  the  priso 
ner  is  bound  to  satisfy  the  jury, 
by  proof,  that  he  was  insane. 
{The  People  agt  aConnett,  ante, 
4a6.) 

2.  The  mere  fact  that  a  person  is 
insane  does  not  per  ee  relieye  him 
from  responsibility.  The  test  is, 
whether  he  is  capable  of  distin- 
guishing between  right  and  wrong 
at  the  time  of  and  with  respect  to 
the  act  complained  of.    (Id.) 

8.  Drunkenness  in  itself,  simple 
drunkenness,  whether  it  is  of 
limited  measure  or  whether  it  is 
ezcessiye,  does  not  constitute 
insanity,  and  does  not  excuse  a 
person  committing  an  act  from 
the  responsibilities  of  that  act. 
(Id.) 

4,  But  if  a  person  committing  an 
act  or  doing  an  injury  is  in  a  state 
of  ** delirium  tremens"  at  the 
time,  and  is  therefore  rendered 
unable  to  determine  the  nature  or 
the  quality  of  the  act,  or  its  right 
or  its  wrong,  then  he  is  relieyed 
from  the  responsibility ;  and  the 
same  rule  applies  to  general  in- 
sanity if  the  man  does  not  com- 
prehend the  nature  and  quality 
of  that  which  he  does  and  the 
right  or  the  wrong,  then  he  is 
relieved;  if  he  does  comprehend 
both,  then  he  is  responsible  for 
that  which  he  does.    (Id.) 

6.  Where  the  defense  of  insanity 
had  been  interposed,  the  court 
after  charging  the  above  proposi- 
tions as  to  the  law  of  insanity, 
also  charged,  if  "you  have  a  rea- 
sonable doubt,  from  the  evidence 


in  this  case,  that  the  prisoner  is 
guilty  of  this  crime,  then  you 
would  give  him  the  benefit  of 
that  doubt,  and  he  should  stand 
acquitted  ;  if  you  have  no  such 
doubt,  then  you  should  pronounce 
him  guilty. "  The  prisoner's  coun- 
sel requested  the  judfce  to  charge 
"  that  if  from  the  evidence  in  the 
case  a  reasonable  doubt  arises  in 
the  lurors  minds  as  to  the  sanity 
or  insanity  of  this  defendant, 
that  he  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
that  doubt."  The  court  refused 
so  to  cluurge.  A  further  request  to 
Charf^e:  "The  defense  are  not 
'required  to  establish,  beyond  a 
reasonable  doubt,  the  insanity  of 
the  prisoner.  If  the  evidence 
raises  a  reasonable  doubt  whether 
he  was  insane  or  not,  he  is  entitled 
to  that  doubt,"  was  also  refused: 

Held,  that  the  charge  was  a  com- 
plete and  correct  charge  upon  the 
subject  of  insanity,  and  the  re- 
quests to  charge  were  properly 
refused. 

Held,  also,  that  the  charge  as 
made  being  correct,  the  prisoner's 
counsel  had  no  right  to  request, 
nor  was  it  the  duty  of  the  court 
to  repeat  in  substance  such  charge 
in  different  form  and  words. 

Held,  further,  that  the  requests 
to  charge  was  too  broad  and  does 
not  accord  with  the  law  as  it 
exists  in  this  state.    (Id.) 


INSOLVENCY. 

1.  Wliere  an  order  of  discharge  ex- 
empting a  debtor  from  imprison- 
ment for  any  prior  debt,  purport- 
ing to  be  issued  under  the  article 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  in  t elation 
to  the  exoneration  of  insolvent 
debtors  from  imprisonment  (2  R. 
./9,  28,  §  1,  eteeq.),  contains  recitab 
of  all  the  facts  needed  to  give  jur- 
isdiction to  the  oflScer  granting  it, 
the  order  alone  will  protect  a 
sheriff  acting  under  it,  in  the  ab 
sence  of  proof  of  knowledge,  on 
his  part,  of  any  defects  in  the  pro- 
ceedings. (DeveHn  agt.  Cooper,  84 
K  r.,  410.) 
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8.  If  the  order  omits  a  recital  of  any 
necessary  fact  the  sheriff  will  oe 
protected  if  he  can  show  aliunde 
the  existence  of  the  fact    (id.) 

8.  The  said  article  includes  a  debtor 
who  has  been  charged  in  execu- 
tion.   {ItL) 

4  The  proof  required  to  be  made  at 
the  time  of  preaentinj;  the  peti- 
tion, and  before  grantmg  the  dis- 
charge {2  R  8.,d6,%  2),  that  the 
debtor  resides,  or  is  imprisoned, 
in  the  county  in  which  the  officer 
to  whom  the  application  is  made 
resides,  may  be  made  bv  the-Teri- 
fled  petition  alone.     (idL) 

0.  In  an  action  against  a  sheriff 
for  an  escape,  wherein  he  lustifled 
under  a  discharge  granted  by  the 
county  judjre  of  the  county  of 
Suffolk,  which  contained  a  recital 
that  "Frederick  Maxwell,  the 
debtor,  of  the  town  of  Southold, 
in  the  county  of  Suffolk,  did  pre- 
sent a  petition:" 

HM,  that  the  recital  was  suffi- 
cient proof  of  the  place  of  resi- 
dence, and  that  proof  thereof  was 
made  to  the  officer  granting  it 
(Id.) 

6.  The  petition,  which  '^as  verified 
to  be  '*  true  in  all  respects,"  began 
thus:  "The  petition  of  Frederick 
Maxwell,  of  Southold,  in  the 
county  of  Suffolk,  ♦  *  *  re- 
spectfulljr  showeth,"  etc.  The  pe- 
tition recited  that  Maxwell  was  in 
custody  of  the  sheriff  of  Suffolk 
county  on  execution  and  had  given 
bail  for  the  jail  liberties: 

Held,  that  the  first  statement  was 
not  sufficient  to  make  proof  of 
residence  in  the  county;  but  that 
being  out  of  jail  on  the  liberties 
was,  in  the  judgment  of  the  law, 
being  in  prison;  and  the  last  re- 
cital, therefore,  was  in  effect  an 
averment  of  imprisonment  in  the 
county,  and  so  gave  jurisdiction  of 
the  person  of  uie  debtor.     (Id.) 

7.  The  said  article  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  was  not  repealed  by  the 


act  abolishing  imprisonment  for 
dehi(ehap7m,La/iMitfl89iy  (Id.) 

d.  Nor  was  it  repealed  by  the  pro- 
vision of  the  Cote  of  Procedure 
(^  179,  iub.  iV  authorizing  the  ar- 
rest of  a  defendant  in  an  action 
on  contract  who  has  been  guilty 
of  fraud  in  contracting  the  debt  or 
incurring  the  obligation.    (Id.) 

9.  The  provision  of  the  statute  (3 
R  £L,  24,  §  85,  sud.  7)  declarinff  a 
discharge  of  an  insolvent  from  nis 
debts  void  "if  he  shall  be  guilty 
of  any  fraud  whatever,  contrary 
to  the  true  intent "  of  the  article, 
refers  to  a  fraud  perpetrated  in 
the  proceedings  to  obtain  the  dis- 
charge, not  to  a  fraud  in  the  cre- 
ating of  the  debt    (Id.) 

10.  It  was  proved  that  the  discharge 
was  handed  to  the  defendant  and 
he  was  asked  if  he  would  let  Max- 
well go;  that  he  took  time  to  ad- 
vise with  his  counsel,  and  that  the 
next  day  Maxwell  was  at  his  home 
beyond  the  jail  liberties: 

Meld,  the  presumption  was  that 
he  was  set  free  in  consequence  of 
the  discharge.    (Id.) 


INSOLVENT  INSURilNCB 
COMPANY. 

1 .  Where  an  attorney  was  employed 
by  an  individual  to  bring  a  suit  or 
conduct  proceedings  against  an 
insolvent  insurance  companjr, 
whose  assets  had  been  placed  m 
the  hands  of  a  receiver,  such  pro- 
ceedings having  for  their  purpose 
and  effect  the  protection  of  the 
general  fund  an^  assets  of  the 
company,  and  their  concentration 
in  such  shape  and  under  such  con- 
trol as  should  be  for  the  benefit  of 
all  policyholders  and  others  con- 
cerned in  the  same: 

Held,  that  the  court  has  power 
to  order  the  services  paid  for  out 
of  the  funds  in  the  hands  of  the 
receiver.  (AUamev-G^eTieral  agt. 
ChnHnental  Lffls  Ifuuranee  (h., 
ante,  130.) 
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8.  The  protection  of  tniats  requires 
representative  proceedings,  and 
when  necMMty  and  proper  should 
be  encouraged,  and  the*  court  as 
theiidministritor  of  the  ti^t  has 
the  power  to  compensate  those 
who  aid  it  in  the  discharge  of 
their  duty.    (Id.) 


INSURANCE  (LIFE). 

1.  Where  a  life  insurance  policy  was 
issued  upon  the  life  oi  the  hus- 
band for  the  use  of  his  wife,  and 
if  she  died  before  him  the  amount 
of  insurance  was  payable  "  to  her 
children  for  their  use,  or  to  their 
guardian  if  under  age,"  and  the 
wife  died  before  her  husband: 

Held,  that  a  grand  child  of  the 
insured,  the  issue  of  one  of  the 
children  who  died  before  his 
mother,  is  entitled  to  a  share  un- 
der the  policy.  {HuUet  al.  agt. 
HuU  et  al.,  ante,  100.) 

2.  An  endowment  policy  on  the  hus- 
band's life,  payable  on  a  certain 
date  to  the  wife  or  her  personal 
representatives,  is  within  the  act 
of  1840,  and  therefore  subject  to 
the  rule  of  non-assignability  (Af- 
firming 8.  C,  58  How.^  289).  (Brum- 
mer  agt.  Gahn,  ante,  171.) 

8.  A  life  policy  which,  as  originally 
issued,  was  declared  to  be  lor  the 
use  of  the  wife  of  the  insured,  is 
not  changed  in  its  character  by 
beinff  afterward  changed  to  a 
"  paid-up  "  policy ;  and  being  non- 
assignable under  the  laws  of  the 
state  during  the  life  of  the  insured, 
any  transfer  of  the  widow's  [mer- 
est in  it,  though  made  in  another 
state,  could  not  be  deemed  valid 
here.  (Mutual  lAfe  Inawranee  Co. 
agt.  Ferry,  ante,  &i6,) 


JAIL  LIBERTIES. 

L  A  person  in  Jail  for  penalties  for 
selling  liquor  in  violation  of  chap- 
ter 628  of  the  Laws  of  1867,  is  not 
entitled  to  the  liberties  of  the  JaiL 


(Psopte  ex  rd.  Brown  agt.  Van  Hoe- 
een,  ante,  76.) 

2.  Section  82  of  this  act,  which  pro- 
vides that  "  the  person  or  persons 
against  whom  Judgment  shall  be 
rendered,  shall  not  be  entitled, 
under  any  execution  issued  on 
such  Judgment,  to  the  liberties  of 
the  Jail,'^  is  not  repealed  by  the 
Code  of  CivQ  Procedure.    (Id  ) 


JUDGMENT. 

1.  A  purchaser  of  property  who 
takes  title  under  a  decree  or  Judg- 
ment of  a  Qourt  that  was  without 
Jurisdiction  to  grant  it,  acquires 
no  title,  and  any  party  having  a 
valid  title,  but  out  of  possession, 
may  bring  ejectment.  I^irchasers 
of  property  under  a  decree  or 
judgment  of  the  court  are  not 
responsible  for  the  acts  of  the 
parties  in  that  judgment,  of  which' 
they  had  no  notice.  (Weidereum 
agt.  Ifaumann  et  al,,  ante,  869 ) 

2.  Before  a  decree  or  judgment  of  a 
court  can  be  set  aside,  Uie  parties 
interested  must  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  be  heard,  and  therefore 
must  be  made  oarties  to  the  action 
in  which  the  decree  or  Judgment 
is  sought  to  be  set   aside.     To 

Justify  any  interference  with  the 
udgment  of  a  court,  the  testi- 
mony as  to  fraud  or  collusion 
must  be  very  clear  and  strong ; 
there  must  be  clear  and  conclu- 
sive evidence  of  fraud.    (Id.) 

3.  Where  infants  have  been  injuri- 
ously affected  by  the  misconduct 
of  the  attorneys  in  the  action, 
either  by  surprise  or  if  newly 
discovered  evidence  can  be  se- 
cured, the  court  in  which  the 
action  was  brought  has  power  to 
grant  a  new  trial    (Id.) 

5m  Infants. 

BeUamy  agt.  OttM,  ante,  460. 

See  Injunction. 

Gardner  agt.  Gardner,  ante,  265. 
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Bee  Practice. 

TcTwnMTuiagt.  Simpeon,  ante,  506. 

1  The  plaintiif,  how  had  been  ap- 
pointed a  receiver  in  supplemen- 
tary proceedings  instituted  against 
a  firm,  brought  this  action  against 
the  defendant  to  set  aside  as 
fraudulent  a  general  assignment 
made  by  the  said  firm  to  him,  and 
reccvered  a  judgment  therein  set- 
ting aside  the  assignment,  adjudg- 
ing that  the  de&ndant  had  re- 
ceived $2,500,  and  requiring  him 
to  pav,  out  of  the  assets  so  re- 
ceived, to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of 
$2,196.17,  with  interest  and  costs. 
Thereafter  the  defendant  pre- 
sented to  the  judge  before  whom 
the  action  was  tried  an  affidavit 
showing  that  he  had  received  but 
$2,681.87;  that  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action  he  had 
paid  out  $480.77,  and  that  in  an 
action  of  replevin  brought  against 
him  by  one  Rockwell,  which  was 
tried  and  decided  at  the  same 
time  and  bv  the  same  judge  who 
tried  and  decided  this  action,  a 
judgment  for  $884.05  had  been  re- 
covered against  him,  and  moved 
thereon,  and  obtained  an  order  to 
the  effect  that  he,  the  defendant, 
be  charged  with  fa,68I.d7  and  in- 
terest, to  wit,  $2,786.87,  and  cred- 
ited with  the  amounts  set  forth 
in  the  affidavit,  to  wit,  $766.27, 
and  ordering  that  the  roll  be  taken 
from  the  nles  and  the  decision 
and  judgment  be  amended  so  as 
to  declare  that  the  assets  in  the 
defendant's  hands,  applicable  to 
the  payment  of  the  plaintiff's  de- 
mand were  $2,020.10: 

Udd,  that  the  order  was  im- 
properly made,  and  should  be 
reversed  ;  that  the  plaintiff's  rem- 
edy, if  any,  was  by  appeal  or  by 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial.  {Bodt- 
weU  agt.  Carpenter,  25  Hun,  529.) 

5.  A.  recovered  judgment  against 
B.  for  $150  and  assigned  it  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  and  with- 
out notice  to  B.,  to  his  attorney 
C. ,  who  took  it  in  good  faith.  B. 
thereafter    recovered     judgment 


against  A.  and  assigned  it  to  his 
attomev  D. 

D.  obtained  in  supplementary 
proceedings  on  the  judgment  so 
assigned  to  him  an  order  that  B. 
pay  to  D.,  out  of  the  $150  sup- 
posed bv  B.  to  be  due  to  A.  (but 
m  fact  due  to  A's  assignee),  fifty 
dollars  on  the  judgment  held  by 
D.  against  A. : 

HM,  that  the  proceedings  in 
which  such  order  was  made  could 
not  prejudice  the  rights  of  C. 
in  the  judgment  assigned  to  him 
by  A. 

That  the  pavment  made  by  B. 
under  such  order  was  not  a  pay- 
ment to  C.  on  the  judgment  as- 
signed to  him. 

That  A.,  the  assignor  of  C,  was 
entitled  to  appeal  from  the  order 
directing  the  payment  of  the  fifty 
dollars  to  D.  [,Lee  agt  DeUhanty, 
26  Hun,  197.) 

6.  Where  a  court,  authorized  by  stat- 
ute to  entertain  jurisdiction  in  a 
particular  case. only,  undertakes  to 
exercise  the  power  conferred  in  a 
case  to  which  the  statute  has  no 
application,  it  acquires  no  jurisdic- 
tion; its  judgment  is  a  nullity, 
and  will  be  so  treated  when  it 
comes  in  question,  either  directly 
or  collaterally.  {JRidey  agt.  Phe- 
mx  Bk.  of  N.r.,SS  K  f.,  318.) 

7.  li  seems  that  the  only  way  to  sub- 
iect  a  judgment  to  an  attachment 
Is  to  serve  the  warrant  upon  the 
judgment  debtor.  (In  re Flandraw, 
UN.  Y.,\.) 

8.  Where  a  clause  is  inserted  in  a 
judgment  without  authority,\  the 
remedy  is  by  motion  to  correct  the 
judgment,  not  by  appeal.  {Leonard 
agt.  Col.  8.  Nan,  Co.,  84  N  7".,  48.) 

9.  This  action  was  brought  upon  a 
judgment  obtained  in  the  state  of 
Mississippi ;  the  judgment-roll 
showed  that  the  judgment  was  re 
covered  upon  a  poficy  issued  by 
defendant  to  the  firm  of  VV.  R  G. 
&  Co.  That  action  was  brought 
by  the  members  of   the  firm,  he 
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stated  in  the  declaration,  for  the 
use  and  benefit  of  the  plaintiff 
herein,  and  this  was  stated  in  the 
Jadgment.  It  appeared  that  tlie 
rule  of  the  common  law,  that 
choses  in  action  are  not  assigna- 
ble, and  that  actions  thereon,  wnen 
assigned,  must  be  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  assignor,  prevails  in 
said  state,  and  &at  the  laws  of 
said  state  authorized,  in  case  of 
assignment,  a  statement  such  as 
was  contained  in  the  declaration : 
Held,  that  the  judgment-roll  fy/LT- 
nished  presumptive  evidence  tiiat 

J>laintifc  was  the  owner  of  the 
udgment;  that  the  plaintiff  in 
such  an  action  is  merely  a  nominal 
party  having  no  interest  in  or  right 
to  control  tt;  nor  is  he  a  trustee  in 
any  rightful  sense  under  the  Code, 
and  so  plaintiff  alone  could  sue 
upon  the  judgment  {Greene  agt 
BeptdfUc  F.  Ins.  Co.,  UN.Y.,  572.) 

10.  The  supreme  court  may,  in  its 
discretion,  instead  of  compelling 
the  successful  party  in  an  action 
to  enter  a  formal  judgment,  direct 
that  unless  judgment  is  so  entered 
within  a  time  specified,  the  de- 
feated part^  may  enter  it;  and  the 
exercise  of  this  discretion  is  not 
reviewable  here.  (WiUon  agt. 
Bimpaon,  84  K  T.,  674.) 


JUDICIAL  NOTICE. 

1.  R  wefM  that  the  court  will  take 
judicial  notice  of  the  nature  of  the 
business  and  the  office  of  mercan- 
tile agencies.  (Eaton  0.  dh  B.  Go, 
agt  Avery,  88  N.  T.,  81.) 

d.  The  courts  will  take  judicial  no- 
tice of  the  general  course  of  busi- 
ness in  a  community,  including 
the  universal  practice  of  banks. 
Oferehanis*  Nat,  Bk.  agt.  HaU,  88 
N.  r.,  838.) 


JUDICIAL  BALES. 

1   A  Judgment  of  foreclosure  direct- 
ing the  sale  of  mortgi^ged  premises 

Vol.  LXn         76 


b^  the  sheriff  is  a  "  mandate  "  in 
his  hands  within  the  meaning  of 
the  provision  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  prescribing  the  duties 
of  an  outgoing  sheriff  {tee.  184, 
9ub.  4),  and  an  advertisement  of 
the  premises  for  sale  is  a  *'  seiz- 
ure within  said  provision.  ( Un. 
Dime  Boge.  Inetn.  agt  Anderson, 
88  iV:  T.,  174.) 

2.  Where,  therefore,  a  sheriff  of  the 
county  of  Kines  had,  prior  to  the 
expiration  of  his  term  of  office 
under  such  a  judgment,  adver- 
tised premises  for  sale  upon  a 
dav  after  his  term  had  expired, 
held,  that  he  had  authority  and 
was  bound  to  proceed  with  and 
complete  the  sale.    (Id.) 


JURISDICTION. 

1.  The  objection  that  a  county 
court  has  not  jurisdiction  over  the 
person  of  the  defendant  must  be 
raised  at  the  first  opportunity,  and 
is  waived  by  his  appearing  in  the 
action  and  pleading  to  the  merits. 
(I\?ttm'  agt.  Nedl,  ante,  158.) 

See  COUKTT  COUBTS. 

Lenhard  agt  iJifneh,  ante,  66. 

2.  Where  a  court  authorized  by 
statute  to  entertain  lurisdiction  in 
a  particular  case  only,  undertakes 
to  exercise  the  power  conferred  in 
a  case  to  which  the  statute  has  no 
application,  it  acquires  no  luris- 
diction; its  judgment  is  a  nullity, 
and  will  be  so  treated  when  it 
comes  in  question,  either  directly 
o»  collaterally.  {Bisley  agt  Phi- 
MxBk.,8SlSr.  r.,  818.) 

8.  Court  of  appeals  no  jurisdiction 
to  entertain  motion  to  set  aside  a 
judgment  below.  (See  Veeder  agt 
Baker,  88  N  T,  168.) 

4  Under  the  act  of  1879  (ehap,  890 
of  Laws  of  1879)^  courts  of  special 
sessions  have  exclusive  jurisdic- 
tion to  try  "  charges  for  petit  lar- 
ceny not   diarged  as  a  second 
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offense,"  and  the  supreme  court 
has  no  power  to  let  to  bail  one 
charged  with  that  offense.  (Fsople 
ex  ra.  agt.  Duteher,  88  iVl  F.,  m) 

5.  Where  order  in  supplementary 
proceedings  made  m  district 
where  venue  was  laid  and  roll 
filed  appoints  a  referee  and  directs 
all  further  proceeding  to  be  be- 
fore a  iustlce  of  the  district  where 
defenaant  resides,  such  Justice 
has  power  to  change  referees  and 
the  exercise  of  this  power  is  dis- 
cretionary and  not  reviewable 
here.  (Ae  Pardee  agt  TOton 
[Mem.],88Jf.  F.,  628.) 

0.  The  Jurisdiction  of  quati  Judicial 
officers  to  malLC  a  decision  in  any 
case  is  always  open  to  inquiry, 
and  the  decision  may  be  attacked 
collaterally  for  want  of  Jurisdic- 
tion. (Camoin  agt.  Town  of  Han- 
eoek,  84  N.  F,  5&.) 

7.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  Code 
of  Procedure  (m0.  287),  as  amended 
bv  section  6,  chapter  728,  Laws  of 
1806,  declaring  that,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  an  attachment,  an  action 
shall  be  deemed  commenced  when 
the  summons  is  issued,  provided 
that  personal  service  thereof  shall 
be  made  or  publication  com- 
menced within  thirty  days,  the  vi- 
tality of  an  attachment  depended 
upon  compliance  with  the  terms 
of  the  proviso;  and,  upon  omis- 
sion so  to  do.  the  Jurisdiction 
which  attached  on  granting  the 
warrant  ceased.  ^Hoeeom  agt 
Estee,UN,  F,  614.) 


JURY. 

See  EviDENOB. 

Dunn  agt  James,  ante,  807. 
Jones  agt.  Ifefe  York  Oentral  and 
Hudson  Biter  Baibroad,  ante, 
4G0. 

See  BuBDBK  of  Proof. 

Flemina  agt.  Norihamipion  No- 
UonaiBaiiky  ante,  177. 


JUSTICE  OF  THE  PEACK 

1.  The  plaintiff  herein  ^;>pealed 
from  a  Judgment  recovered 
against  her  in  an  action  brought 
by  one  Pope,  before  the  defend- 
ant, a  Justice  of  the  peace.  Owing 
to  the  falsity  of  the  return  made 
by  the  defendant  the  appeal  was 
heard  on  the  law  and  not  on  the 
facts  as  desired  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  Judgment  of  the  Justice 
affirmed. 

In  this  action  brought  bv  her  to 
recover  the  damages  sustuned  by 
her  by  reason  of  the  false  return, 
the  ludge  charged  that  she  was 
entitled  to  recover  the  costs  paid 
in  the  county  court  and  the  rea- 
sonable and  proper  expense  she 
was  put  to  in  applying  for  the  new 
trial: 

EM,  that  the  charge  was  suffi- 
cientlv  favorable  to  the  defendant 
(Brooks  agt  St.  John,  25  Hun, 
540.) 

2.  Proceedings  before  a  Justice  of 
the  peace  to  procure  the  commit- 
ment of  one  alleged  to  have  been 
guiltv  of  a  crimhial  contempt,  as 
provided  bv  sections  2870  to  !^4 
of  the  Coae  of  Civil  Procedure, 
the  party  accused  is  entitled  to  be 
sworn  and  to  testify  m  his  own 
behalf,  and  to  have  the  testimony 
of  witnesses  produced  by  him 
taken;  and  a  refusal  of  the  justice 
to  receive  such  testimony  wiU  ren 
der  the  commitment  void.  {Peo 
pleex  reL  Schlosser  agt  Psrter,  25 
Hun,  601.) 


JUSTICE'S  JUDGMENT. 

1.  A  proceeding  instituted  in  a  Jus- 
tice s  court  by  a  city  to  recover 
the  penalty  imposed  for  a  viola- 
tion of  a  city  ordinance  is  a  civil 
action,  and  under  section  851  of 
the  old  Code  the  Judgment  of  the 
Justice  can  only  be  reviewed  by 
appeal.  (C^  of  Buffalo  agt 
5  Ha 


Murfer,  25  Hun,  276.)' 
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JUSTIFICATION. 

Bee  TlNDBBTAxiHa. 

BUm  et(a,Bgl  Staples,  ante,  880. 


JUSTICES*  COURTS. 
See  AiFPHXL, 

Bishop  agt.  Van  Veehten,  anie,  961. 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

1.  Where  a  tenant  knowingly  sub- 
lets a  portion  of  the  demised  pre- 
mises for  a  policy  shop,  the  lease 
of  the  tenant  may  be  annulled  by 
the  landlord,  ana  the  tenant  may, 
under  the  statute  in  reference  to 
illegal  trades,  be  removed  by  sum- 
mary proceedings,  the  same  as 
if  he  were  an  overholding  tenant 
(The  People  ecB  rel.  Shaw  agt 
MeOariy  et  al.,  ante,  152.) 

2.  The  principles  laid  down  in  same 
case  reported  in  59  Howard's 
Practice,  487,  sustained.    (Id,) 


LIMITATIONS  (STATUTE  OP). 

1.  In  a  suit  against  the  city  for 
dauiages  for  injuries  sustained 
from  falling  upon  a  crosswalk  in 
which  the  complaint  alleges  that 
defendant,  notwithstanding  it  was 
its  duty  to  keep  the  streets  m  good 
order  and  repair  and  not  to  suffer 
the  ice  or  snow  to  remain  in  such 
condition  on  the  crosswalks  as  to 
make  it  unsafe  and  dangerous  for 
foot  passengers,  had  improperly, 
carelessly,  negligently  and  unlaw- 
fully suffered  ice  ana  snow  to  re- 
main upon  the  crosswalk  where 
plaintiff  fell,  in  such  a  condition 
as  to  render  it  dangerous  for  ordi- 
nary use: 

Held  (upon  demurrer  to  answer 
setting  up  statute  of  limitations), 
that  subaivision  5  of  section  883 
of  the  Code  of  Ciyil  Procedure 
prescribing  a  limitation  of  three 

J^ears  for  cM^ons  based  upon  neg- 
igenoe  does  not  apply,  and  that 


defendant's  alleged  neglect  in 
suffering  ice  and  snow  to  remain 
on  the  crosswalk  so  as  to  be  un- 
safe and  dangerous  to  foot  pas- 
sengers was  a  wrongful  act  with- 
in the  purriew  of  section  883 
pjrescribing  six  years  as  a  limita- 
tion to  actions  arising  for  such 
cause.  (DicheThson^gL  The  Mayer, 
dbc.,  of  New  York,  ante,  255.) 

2.  By  the  amendment  of  section  88 
of  the  Code  of  Precedure  in  1870 
(see.  5,  ehap.  741,  Laws  of  1870), 
striking  out  married  woman  from 
the  list  of  persons  against  whom 
the  statute  of  limitations  does  not 
run,  a  married  woman,  as  to  the 
time  of  commencing  actions,  was 
placed  upon  the  same  footing  as 
other  persons,  and  thereafter  she 
was  bound  to  commence  her  ac- 
tion within  the  time  specified 
after  the  cause  of  action  accrued, 
although  it  had  accrued  prior  to 
the  amendment  (Clarke  agt.  Oilh 
horn,  88  N.  T.,  107.) 

8.  Accordingly,  held,  in  an  action  of 
ejectment  brought  by  a  married 
woman  that  an  adyerse  possession 
of  twenty  years  was  a  good  de- 
fense.   (Id,) 


MANDAMUS. 

See  Albany  Medical  Collsob. 
Tha  People  ex  rel.  SwMbume  agt 
Albany  Medical  CoUege,  arUe, 
220. 

1.  It  is  a  sufficient  excuse  to  the 
trustees  of  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion, for  disobedience  of  a  writ  of 
mandamus,  that  they  haye  been 
enjoined  by  a  Judgment  of  the 
court,  regularly  entered  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  against  them,  from 
doing  the  very  acts  which,  by  the 
writ  of  mandamus,  they  are  or- 
dered to  do.  (People  ex  rel.  Duffy 
agt.  YiJUage  of  West  Troy,  25  Hun, 

2.  A  writ  of  mandamus  should  not 
be  granted  where  there  is  doubt 
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as  to  the  rights  of  the  daimant, 
as  in  such  case  he  should  he  left 
to  his  common-lAW  remedy.    (Id,) 

It  is  not  proper  for  the  court,  on 
motion  ox  a  creditor  of  a  munici- 
pal corporation  (seeking  a  mandti- 
mtu  against  its  officers  requiring 
them  to  pay  his  claim),  to  set  aside 
and  vacate  an  injunction  con- 
tained in  a  Judgment,  re^larly 
and  without  collusion  obtamed  in 
an  action  (to  which  the  creditor 
was  not  a  party),  against  such 
officers  forbidding  them  to  pay 
such  daim.    (Id.) 


4  The  chamberlain  is  but  the  agent 
or  servant  of  a  village,  and  a  Judg- 
ment which  enjoins  the  doing  of 
an  act  by  the  president  and  trus- 
tees of  tne  village,  is  binding  on 
the  chamberlain,  although  he  is 
not  a  partv  to  the  action  or  named 
in  the  judgment.    (Id,) 


MARRIAaK 

See  DnroRCB. 

Mnn  agt.  Fmn,  ante,  88. 


MEMORANDA. 

See  EvTDBNCB. 

Dunn  agt.  Jamee,  ante,  807. 


MERGER 

h  Whether  an  inferior  security  is 
merged  in  one  of  a  higher  char- 
acter depends  upon  the  intentions 
of  tJut  parties;  and  when  justice 
and  equity  require  that  it  should 
be  distinctlv  kept  alive  it  wiU  not 
be  regardea  as  merired.  (Smith 
agt.  SoberU,  ante,  198.) 


MORTGAOK 

1.  Where  a  mortgage  was  made  of 
obtain  real  property  used  for  a 


sugar  refinery,  "and  also  all  the 
machinery  and  effects  in  the  said 
sugar  refinery/'  and  was  recorded 
as  a  chattel  mortgage : 

Held,  that  the  mortgage  covered 
the  sugar  upon  the  premises. 
(TAtfrtoragt.  MinJtam,  ante,  87.) 


MORTGAGE  FORECLOSURE. 

1.  On  June  15,  1865,  B.,  who  had 
previously  given  a  mortgage  to  8., 

ElaintifTs  t^tator,  for  $6,500  gave 
im  another  mortgage  for  $3,000 
upon  the  same  premises,  and  on 
the  same  day  conveyed  to  him  an 
undivided  one-fourth  part  of  the 
premises  for  $8,500.  The  deed 
recites  that  the  whole  premises 
are  covered  by  the  $6,500  mort- 
gage and  that  one  undivided  half 
part  is  subject  to  an  agreement  to 
seU  to  8.,  dated  in  1868.  In  1867 
B.  conveved  to  8.  one  undivided 
half  of  the  premises,  and  on  the 
same  dav  the  $6,500  mortgage  was 
canceled!  In  1874  B.  ezeduted  a 
mortgage  to  defendant  for  $15,000, 
covering  one  undivided  fourth  of 
the  premises.  In  this  action  to 
foreclose  the  $8,000  mortgage: 

Held,  that  it  is  a  valid  lien  for 
its  face  upon  the  undivided  one- 
fourth  i>art  of  the  premises  whidi 
remained  in  B.,  and  that  the  judg- 
ment in  defendant's  action  to  fore- 
close his  mortgage  does  not  affect 
the  plaintiffs'  lien  in  this  action. 
(SmUh  agt.  Boberte,  ante,  196.) 

2.  Prior  mortgagees  are  not  neces- 
sary parties  to  an  action  of  fore- 
closure, but  sometimes  they  are 
proper  parties.    (Id.) 

8.  Whether  an  inferior  securitv  is 
merged  in  one  of  a  higher  char- 
acter depends  upon  the  intentions 
of  the  parties  ;  and  whexf  Justice 
and  equity  require  that  it  should 
be  distinctlv  kept  alive  it  will  not 
be  regarded  as  merged.    (Id.) 

See  Rbvival  of  Aonoir. 
Weyh  agt.  Bay  fan,  ante,  897. 
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MOTIONS  AND  ORDERS. 

1.  The  sapreme  court  has  no  power 
to  grant  an  order,  on  application 
of  the  referee  in  an  action,  requir- 
ing the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  ref- 
eree's fees  and  take  up  the  report. 
(Geib  agt.  Topping,  88  2f.  T,  46.) 

2.  When,  during  the  pendency  of  an 
appeal  to  this  court  from  an  order 
denying  a  motion  to  change  the 
place  of  trial  in  the  action,  the 
plaintiff  moves  the  cause  for  trial 
and  takes  judgment  in  the  county 
wherein  the  venue  is  laid,  this 
court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  enter- 
tain a  motion  to  set  aside  the 
Judgment;  it  has  only  jurisdiction 
of  so  much  as  is  brought  up  by 
appeal  from  the  order.  (Veeder 
agt.  Baker,  88  N,  T.,  168.) 

8.  It  %eenM,  that  the  motion  should 
be  made  in  the  Supreme  Court, 
(/d.) 

4.  The  granting  of  an  order  in  pro- 
ceedings to  disbar  an  attorney 
against  the  objection  of  the  attor- 
ney, directing  that  a  commission 
issue,  is  error;  and  that  the  order 
is  not  validated  by  the  insertion  in 
it  of  a  provision  reserving  "  until 
the  final  hearing  of  the  matter  " 
the  question  as  to  the  '*  right  to  is- 
sue the  commission,  and  the  legal- 
ity of  the  evidence  taken  there- 
under. "  (Jn  t€  an  Attorney,  88  Jf. 
T,  164) 

6.  For  the  purposes  of  a  motion  to 
dismiss,  an  appeal  is  to  be  regarded 
as  pending  where  notice  of  appeal 
was  duly  served  and  undertaking 
given,  and  the  appellant  has  not 
abandoned  the  appeal  {Stecens 
agt.  Olover,  83  if.  T.,  611.) 

6.  An  order  of  general  term  refus- 
ing to  open  a  default  is  not  appeal- 
able.   (Id,) 

7.  So,  also,  a  judgment  of  affirm- 
ance by  default  of  the  general 
term  is  not  reviewable  here,  ild.) 


8.  Where  an  action  has  been  com- 
menced without  previous  author- 
itv  upon  guaranty  of  a  mortgage, 
after  the  bringing  of  an  action  to 
foreclose  the  mortgage,  the  court 
may  by  subsequent  order  made 
nunc  pro  tune  grant  permission, 
and  so  remove  uie  impediment  to 
the  maintenance  of  the  action 
founded  upon  the  statute.  (MeKer- 
nan  agt.  Bobineon,  84  N,  F.,  105.) 

9.  Where  an  order  of  special  term 
was  "in  all  respects  affirmed"  b^ 
the  general  term,  hM,  that  this 
court  could  only  look  to  the  order 
to  ascertain  the  ground  upon 
which  the  court  below  proceeded. 
{Direct  U.  8.   CabU  Co.  agt.  D<ym, 

Tel,  a?,84jv;  r.,  153.) 

10.  Where  an  order  of  discharge  ex- 
empting a  debtor  from  imprison- 
ment for  any  prior  debt,  purport- 
ing to  be  issued  under  the  article 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  in  relation 
to  the  exoneration  of  insolvent 
debtors  from  imprisonment  (2  R. 
8.,  28,  sec.  1,  et  aeq.),  contains  re- 
citals of  all  the  facts  needed  to 
give  jurisdiction  to  the  officer 
granting  it,  the  order  alone  will 
protect  a  sheriff  acting  under  it, 
in  the  absence  of  proof  of  knowl- 
ledge,  on  his  part,  of  any  defects 
in  the  proceedings.  {DeveUn  agt. 
Cooper,  84i\r.  F.,  410.) 

11.  It  is  competent  for  a  person 
against  whom  supplementarv  pro- 
ceedings for  the  collection  of  a  tax 
have  l^en  instituted,  ex  parte,  un- 
der the  statute  of  1867  {ehap.  861, 
Laws  of  1867)  to  move  for  a  dis- 
solution of  the  order  for  his  ap- 
pearance and  examination  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  improvidently 
granted.  {Bassett  agt.  Wheeler, 
84  K  T.,  466.) 

12.  Where,  upon  such  motion,  the 
question  as  to  whether  the  person 
proceeded  against  was  a  resident 
of  the  county  was  in  dispute,  and 
the  evidence  in  relation  thereto 
was  confiicting,  held,  that  the  ques- 
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tion  was  not  reviewable  here. 
(Oods  of  OitU  Proeedwre,  100. 1887). 
{Id.) 

18.  Where  an  order  is  made  by  this 
court  on  appeal  from  a  Judrment, 
reversing  the  Judgment,  wiw  costs 
to  abide  the  event,  and  without 
other  limitation,  the  respondent, 
if  finally  successful  in  the  action, 
is  entitled  to  tax  the  costs  of  the 
appeal.  (First  Nat,  Bk.  of  3f.  agt 
Aurth  Nat.  Bk.,  84  N,  T,  m.) 

14.  Where  a  plaintiff  in  an  action  for 
partition  dies  after  argument  at 
general  term,  and  before  decision 
of  an  appeal  from  an  order  re- 
quiring a  purchaser  on  sale  under 
the  Judgment  to  complete  his  pur- 
chase, the  general  term  has  power 
to  direct  its  order  to  be  entered 
nunc  pro  tunc,  as  of  a  day  prior 
to  the  death.  (Beryen  agt  Wyekoff, 
84  N.  T.,  659.) 


MUiaCIPAL    CORPORATIONS. 

1.  No  valid  af^reement  can  be  made 
by  the  official  representative  of  a 
municipal  corporation  which  will, 
on  a  measure  of  public  policy, 
bind  their  successors.  {Qoff  agt 
Ncian,  ante,  828.) 

2.  A  common  council  has  the  sole 
right  to  decide  all  questions  of 
parliamentary  law.    (Jd.) 

8.  A  motion  for  a  reconsideration  of 
a  vote  upon  the  passage  of  a  reso- 
lution, after  a  declaration  by  the 
S residing  officer  that  it  was  lost, 
oes  not  invalidate  the  vote  taken 
upon  it.  If  the  resolution  has 
been  lost  it  is  competent  for  the 
body  to  introduce  it  anew  and 
pass  it,  and  the  mode,  therefore, 
of  changins;  their  first  action  is 
entirely  within  their  control.  The 
supreme  court  has  no  power  to 
review  the  discretion  of  a  com- 
mon council  as  to  the  necessity  of 
widening  a  street,  and  taking  the 
property  of  an  individual  for  that 
purpose.     (Id.) 


4.  That  a  certain  alderman  would 
be  benefited,  together  with  the 
general  public,  by  the  wid^iing  of 
a  certain  street,  aoes  not  make  his 
vote  as  to  such  widening  void. 

(ia.) 

O&O  CyOflTS. 

Baine  agt    OUy  of  Boehestor, 
an<0,  846. 


NATIONAL  BANK. 

See  Attachment. 

BBople's  Bofnk  of  Now  York  agt 
MoekanM  National  Bank  of 
Newark,  omte,  422. 


NEGLIGENCE. 

SmDebd. 

WUhaue  agt  Sehaack,  ante,  167. 

See  BuRDBK  of  Proof. 

Flemina  agt.  Northampton  Na- 
tional Bank,  ante,  177. 

iSwEviDRRCB. 

Jonee  agt  Nou  York  Central  and 
Hudion  Biter  BaUroad,  ante, 
460. 


NEW  TRIAL. 

1.  An  order  sending  the  exceptions 
to  the  general  term  to  be  heard  in 
the  first  instance  does  not  suspend 
the  entry  of  Judgment,  unless  the 
order  as  entered  also  provides  for 
the  suspension  of  Judgment  upon 
the  veroict  (Douglass  agt  Baber- 
stro,  ante,  29.) 

2.  The  motion  to  be  made  in  the 
general  term  is  for  a  new  trial  on 
the  exceptions,  and  all  that  court 
has  power  to  do  is  to  grant  or 
refuse  the  motion.    (Id.) 

8.  Where  on  a  motion  for  anew 
trial  by  one  of  the  defendants,  it 
appeared,  as  a  question  of  law, 
that  there  could  be  no  recoveiy  as 
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against  such  defendant,  and  that 
a  new  trial  would  not  change  the 
result: 

Held,  that  the  verdict  should  be 
set  aside,  and  a  nonsuit  directed 
as  to  such  defendant.  (FUaff&rald 
agt  Quann,  ante,  881.) 

4.  The  entry  of  a  final  order  grant- 
ing a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on 
the  minutes  does  not  prevent  the 
iudge  upon  the  same  papers  from 
listening  to  a  rehearing  on  appli- 
cation of  the  defeated  party,  and 
making  an  order  vacating  the  for- 
mer final  order,  and  deciding  the 
motion  the  other  way  by  denying 
it    {Hemg  hg^.  Meieger,  arUe,  365^ 


NEW  YORK  (CITY  OP). 

Bee  SURROGATB. 

The  People  ex  reL  Boeekrane  agt 

Garr,  avUe,  6. 
The  People  eao  reL  Boeekrane  agt. 

(7arr,  ante,  19. 
The  People  esB  reL  BoeekrtMU  agt 

Carr,  ante,  61. 

Bee  Inctjmbrakgb  upon  Pibb. 

The  People  agt  Ma^,  anie,  65. 


NON-RESroENT. 

1.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  Code 
of  Procedure  in  reference  to  the 
appointment  of  guardians  ad  Uiem 
for  infant  parties  to  civil  actions, 
the  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  parti- 
tion could  apply  for  and  was  en- 
titled to  an  order  appointing  a 
ffuardian  for  a  non-resident  infant 
defendant,  without  a  previous  serv- 
ice of  the  summons  upon  or  pre- 
vious notice  to  said  defendant 
{See.  116,  M^.  2).  (Ootendorf  Agt, 
Ooldsehmidt,  88  N.  T.,  1 10.) 


NONSUIT. 

1.  When  a  defect  in  the  p1aintiff*8 
case  is  supplied  by  testimony  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  the  for- 


mer is  entitled  to  the  benefit 
thereof  on  appeal  in  support  of  a 
denial  of  a  motion  to  nonsuit 
{PawUm  agt.  No,  Oeni,  R  Co.,  83 

2r.  r.,  7.) 

9.  Although  the  plaintiff  in  an  ac- 
tion fails  to  make  out  his  cause  of 
action,  on  trial,  the  defendant  is 
not,  in  all  cases,  entitled  to  have 
a  verdict  directed  which  will  be  a 
final  bar  to  plaintiff^s  right  of  ac- 
tion; where  the^  defense  set  up  is 
a  release  from  liability,  and  this 
is  not  made  out  so  conclusively  as 
to  entitle  defendant  to  have  a  ver- 
dict directed  in  his  favor  thereon, 
he  is  entitled  to  a  nonsuit,  not  tu 
a  verdict  {Briage  agt  Waldrony 
88  N.  r..  689.) 


NOTICE. 

1.  An  association  whose  members 
become  entitled  to  privileges  or 
rights  of  property  therein  cannot 
exercise  its  power  of  expulsion 
without  notice  to  the  member,  or 
without  giving  him  an  opportu- 
nity to  be  heard.  (Waehlel  agt. 
Noah,  etc,  Boe.,  U  N.  T.,  98.) 

9.  R  aeems  that  in  the  absence  of 
any  agreement  by  the  members  or 
any  provision  in  the  charter  or  by- 
laws for  a  different  mode  of  serv- 
ice, notice  shoi^d  be  served  per- 
sonally.   (Id,) 


NOTICE  OP  JUDGMENT. 

1.  Where  a  pa^er,  which  bears  on 
its  back  an  maorsement  of  the  title 
of  the  cause  and  statement  that  it 
is  a  copy,  "  certified  order  afilrm- 
in-order  of  reference,"  to  which 
is  inscribed  the  name  of  the  attor- 
ney for  respondent  with  the  num- 
ber of  his  office,  and  is  addressed 
to  and  served  on  the  attorney  for 
appellant,  and  upon  the  face  of  the 
paper  appears  the  certificate  of 
the  clerk  of  common  pleas  that 
the  paper  is  an  extract  from  the 
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minutes  of  the  court,  and  that  it 
is  a  copy  of  an  order  made  at  the 
general  term  of  the  court: 

HM,  that  these  statements  show 
that  the  order  lias  been  entered, 
and  entered  in  the  ofl9oe  of  the 
clerk  of  common  pleas,  and  is  such 
a  written  notice  of  judgment  as 
will  limit  the  time  to  appeal. 
{JkM^  agt  TU  Mayor,  ante,  166.) 


NOTICE  OF  TRIAL. 

1.  Where  a  party  gives  notice  of 
trial,  and  then  fails  to  try  the 
cause  pursuant  to  his  notice  or  to 
countermand  it  in  due  season,  he 
will  be  compelled  to  pay  the  oppo- 
site party  who  has  omitted  to 
notice  the  cause,  but  attends  in 
obedience  to  the  call  of  the  party 
noticing,  the  costs  of  the  term. 
{B&9&rMnff  8.  C,  62  Hmo.,  ante. 
IbUomng  Potter  agt.  LevfU,  18 
Wend,,  616,  n.  ;  TovtMend  agt 
Cowen,  19  Wend,,  689;  2  Strange, 
797  ;  1  Term  Bep.,  696).  {JSetfert 
agt  SehiUner,  ante,  496.) 


OFFICE  AND  OFFICER 

See  SuRBOOiLTB. 

The   People  ex  rel    Soeekram 

agt.  0(irr,  ante,  5. 
The  People  ex  reL    P/oeekrane 

agt  Ca/rr,  ante,  19. 
The  People  ex  reL    Boeekrane 

agt  Ca/rr,  ante,  51. 


ORDER 

5m  Costs. 

HoMmeyer  et  al.  agt  BcMmey&r 
et  at.,  ante,  476. 


ORLEANS  (TOWN  OF). 

See  Town  Bonds. 

Lee  agt.  Board  (f  Supervieon  cf 
Jeffereon  county,  ante,  201. 


PARTIES  IN  INTEREST. 

1.  Where  an  action  is  brought  for 
the  recovery  of  real  property  by 
a  grantee  m  the  name  of  the 
grantor,  under  section  HI  of  the 
Code,  against  parties  holding  and 
claiming  title  sulversely,  and  pend- 
ing the  action  the  grantee  dies, 
such  action  may  be  continued 
with  leave'  of  the  court  in  the 
name  of  the  decedent's  grantee  or 
devisee,  and  for  his  or  her  benefit 
(Ward  agt.  Beynolde  et  at.,  ante, 
188.) 

PARTIEa 

1.  The  testator,  in  his  will,  directed 
his  executors  "to  apply  "a  por- 
tion of  his  estate  *  *  to  such  charita- 
ble institutions,  which  are  under 
Protestant  management,  as  my 
said  executors,  or  a  majority  of 
them  who  may  act  as  such,  may 
choose:" 

HM  (in  this  action  to  test  the 
validity  of  this  clause),  that 
though  the  question  is  one  of 
difficulty,  the  bequest  is  valid,  and 
should  be  enforced  according  to 
the  directions  of  the  testator;  and 
the  charitable  institutions  chosen 
by  the  executors  from  the  class 
designated  should  be  brought  in 
as  parties  defendant  {Povoer  agt. 
Caeeidy,  79  N.  T,  d27,appli^ 
{Oitmble  agt  Pfiugw,  ante,  lia) 

2.  Prior  mortgagees  are  not  neces- 
sary parties  to  an  action  of  fore- 
dosure;  but  sometimes  they  are 
proper  parties.  (South  agt  Bob- 
erte,  ante,  196.) 

See  Husband  and  Wifb. 

JP^Ueyerald  agt  Quann,  ante,  821 


PARTITION. 

SeeAjxvwKSL 

Nolan  agt.  SkeOy,  ante,  102. 

1.  7i^  i00m«  that  the  provision  of  the 
Code  of  CivU  Procedure  (eeo,  461), 
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in  reference  to  the  manner  of  des- 
ignating and  of  service  of  sum- 
mons upon  unknown  defendants, 
applies  to  all  actions  in  which  serv- 
ice of  summons  may  be  by  pub- 
lication, including  actions  for  par- 
tition. {Bergen  agt.  Wyckoff,  84 
JV.  r.,669.) 

2.  Where  a  plaintiff  in  an  action  for 
partition  dies  after  argument  at 
general  term,  and  before  decision 
of  an  appeal  from  an  order  requir- 
ing a  purchaser  on  sale  under  the 
judgment  to  complete  his  pur- 
chase, the  general  term  has  power 
to  direct  its  order  to  be  entered 
nunc  pro  tunc,  as  of  a  day  prior  to 
the  death.    (Id.) 


PERPETUATION  OF   TESTI- 
MONY. 

1.  Where  a  bill  was  filed  to  obtain, 
under  section  8M  of  the  United 
States  Revised  Statutes,  a  direc- 
tion that  the  testimony  of  a  wit- 
ness A.  might  be  taken  in  per- 
petwvm  rei  m&moriam,  alleging 
that  complainant  has  been  and 
still  is  using  a  certain  process  for 
which  defendant  has  letters  patent, 
that  such  letters  patent  are  void 
for  want  of  novelty,  and  in  case 
suit  shall  be  brought  bv  defendant 
against  plaintiff  for  infringement, 
the  plaintiff  relies  for  its  defense 
upon  the  testimony  of  A. ,  who  had 
hmiself  made  use  of  the  process 
years  before  the  patent  was  issued, 
that  A.  is  upwards  of  ninety 
years  old,  and  that  defendant  neg- 
lects to  bring  such  suit  for  in- 
fringement: 

lield  (overruling  demurrer  to 
bill),  that  the  deposition,  if  taken, 
would  be  admissible  in  the  suit 
which  complainant  fears,  section 
867  not  being  applicable  to  testi- 
mony perpetuated  by  direction  of 
the  United  States  circuit  court 
under  section  866. 

Eeld,  also,  that  there  is  a  neces- 
sity for  perpetuating  this  testi- 
mony,   because,    assuming    the 


United  States  attorney-general  has 
power  to  institute  a  proceeding  to 
annul  the  defendant's  patent  for 
want  of  novelty,  still  it  rests  with 
the  attorney-general  and  not  the 
plaintiff  to  say  whether  such  pro- 
ceeding shall  be  instituted,  and 
whether  A.  shall  be  called  as  a 
witness.  {N.  T.  and  Bolt.  Coffee 
Polishing  Co.  agt.  i\^.  T,  C^ee 
Polishing  Co.,  ante,  485.) 


PLACE  OF  TRIAL 

1.  As  an  action  under  the  manufac- 
turing act  (sec  15,  chap.  40,  Laws 
qf  1848),  against  an  ofScer  of  a 
corporation  organized  under  it,  to 
recover  a  debt  of  the  corporation, 
on  the  ground  that  such  officer  has 
signed  a  false  report,  is  a  penal 
action,  it  is  local  {Code  of  GivU 
Procedure,  see.  d88)  and  must  be 
tried  in  the  county  where  the 
cause  of  action  or  some  part 
thereof  arose.  ( Veeder  agt.  Baker, 
^N.T.,  156.) 

3.  As  the  cause  of  action  is  solely 
the  false  report,  it  arises  in  the 
county  where  said  report  was 
made  and  filed,  and  the  venue 
should  be  laid  in  that  county, 
although  the  debt  against  the 
company  may  have  originated  in 
another.    (Id.) 

8.  The  right  of  the  defendant  in 
such  an  action  to  have  the  place 
of  trial  changed  to  the  proper 
county,  where  the  venue  is  laid  in 
another,  is  an  absolute  one,  and 
his  motion  to  secure  that  right 
cannot  be  defeated  by  proof  show- 
ing that  the  convenience  of  wit- 
nesses and  the  ends  of  justice 
would  be  promoted  by  retaining 
the  place  of  trail  as  stated  in  the 
complaint.    (Id.) 

4.  It  seems  that  the  proper  practice 
in  such  case  is  to  order  the  change 
upon  defendant's  motion,  and  then 
if  plaintiff  desires  a  change  on  the 
grounds  upon  which  such  change 
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is  authorized  by  the  Code  (see. 
987),  he  must  make  his  motion. 

5.  In  such  an  action  where  the 
▼enue  had  been  laid  in  the  wrong 
county  defendant  served  with  liis 
answer  a  demand  that  the  venue 
be  changed  to  the  proper  county, 
and  this  not  having  been  complied 
with,  moved  to  chuLge  both  on  the 
ground  that  the  wrong  county  was 
stated,  and  for  the  convenience 
of  witnesses.  Phdntift  demurred 
to  one  of  the  defenses  set  up  in 
the  answer.  The  demurrer  and 
the  motion  were  argued  together, 
the  former  was  overruled  on  the 
ground  that  the  complaint  did  not 
state  a  cause  of  action,  and  the 
motion  was  denied.  Plaintiff 
served  an  amended  complaint ; 
defendant  answered,  serving  with 
his  answer  a  new  demand  to 
change  the  place  of  trial  to  the 

E roper  county,  this  not  having 
een  complied  with  he  moved  to 
make  the  change,  the  motion  was 
denied  on  the  ground  that  a  simi- 
lar motion  hi3  been  made  and 
denied,  and  no  leave  to  renew 
granted  : 

Held,  untenable  ;  that  as  when 
the  motion  was  first  made  the 
complaint  stated  no  cause  of  ac- 
tion, the  motion  could,  and  it 
may  have  been  denied  on  that 
ground,  and  when  a  sufficient 
complaint  was  served,  defendant 
was  entitled  to  make  a  new  de- 
mand and  another  motion  without 
leave  of  the  court.    {Id.) 


PLEADINGS. 

1.  In  the  construction  of  pleadings 
regard  must  be  had  to  the  facts 
stated,  and  a  pleading  cannot  be 
sustained  upon  implications,  un- 
less they  necessarily  follow  from 
what  has  been  alleged.  {Magauran 
agt.  Tiffany,  ante,  251.) 

8.  Where  a  bond  and  mortgage  is  ex- 
ecuted by  one  as  executor  and  trus- 
tee and  purports  to  be  made  in 


such  representative  capacity,  it  is 
not  necessary,  in  an  action  to  fore- 
close such  bond  and  mortgage,  to 
allege  that  the  mortgagor  was  in 
fact  such  executor  ana  trustee, 
and  the  facts  relating  to  his  ap- 
pointment as  such. 

S&nMe,  that  it  is  otherwise  where 
one  sues  or  is  sued  as  an  executor, 
and  the  action  is  brought  to  re- 
cover a  debt  due  to  or  m>m  a  tes- 
tator {Kingdey  agt.  Stokn,  25 
Hun,  107.) 

8.  The  court  will  not  assume,  merely 
from  the  pleadings,  that  an  an- 
swer to  a  verifiea  complaint  was 
not  verified,  for  the  reason  that 
the  party  answering  "  would  be 
privileged  from  testifying  as  a 
witness  concerning  an  allegation  " 
contained  in  uie  complaint. 
{Boachs  agt.  KMin,  25  Hun,  150.) 

4.  SembU,  that  it  is  proper,  when  a 
defendant  claims  the  right  to  serve 
an  unverified  answer  to  a  verified 
complaint,  that  he  should  serve 
therewith  an  affidavit  showing  his 
excuse  for  not  verifying  his  an- 
swer. 

That  in  any  event  when  a  mo- 
tion is  made  to  set  aside  the  an- 
swer, an  affidavit  should  be  made 
showing  a  valid  reason  why  the 
answer  is  not  verified.    (Id.) 

5.  An  answer  denying  "each  and 
every  allegation  set  forth  in  the 
complaint,  except  as  herein  admit- 
ted, qualified  or  explcdned,"  con- 
tains an  authorized  form  of  denial, 
and  should  not  be  stricken  out  as 
frivolous.  {Galhoun  agt.  HaUenf 
25  Hun,  155.) 

6.  Special  demurrers  as  known  to 
the  former  practice  were  abro- 
^ted  by  the  Code  ;  and  no  plead- 
ing Lb  now  demurrable  unless  it  is 
subject  to  one  or  more  of  the 
objections  specified  in  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Code,  defining  the 
grounds  of  demurrer.  {CcSe  of 
UivU  Procedure,  sees.  488  et  eeq.  ; 
Marie  agt.  Garrison.  8S  If.  T.,  14.) 
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7.  To  sustain  a  demurrer  to  a  com- 
plaint it  is  not  sufficient  that 
facts  are  imperfectly  or  inf onnally 
averred,  or  that  it  lacks  deflnite- 
ness  and  precision,  or  that  the 
material  facts  are  argumentativtely 
averred ;  it  will  m  deemed  to 
allege  what  can,  by  reasonable 
and  fair  intendment,  be  implied 
from  the  aUegations.    (Jd.) 

8.  It  se&ms,  that  the  remedy  for  in- 
deflniteness  is  not  by  demurrer 
but  by  motion  {Cods  of  OMl 
Procedure,  eee.  546).    (Id.) 

9.  .The  fact  that  there  are  allegations 
of  fraudulent  representations  in 
a  pleading,  does  not  necessarily 
'fix  the  cluiracter  of  the  action 
as  one  ex  delicto,  {Sparman  agt 
Keim,  88  N.  F.,  246.) 

10.  It  eeeme,  that  a  complaint  in  an 
action  brought  by  a  creditor 
against  a  stocKhoIder  of  a  corpora- 
tion organized  under  the  act  au- 
thorizing the  incorporation  of  gas- 
light companies  (chap,  87,  ^tos 
of  1848)  under  that  act,  is  defective 
when  it  omits  to  state  that  the 
capital  stock  had  not  been  paid  in 
and  certificate  filed  at  the  time  the 
debt  was  incurred.  {Brigge  agt. 
WcMron^^N,  F.,  588.) 

11.  Although  it  is  only  requisite  that 
a  complamt  shall  contain  facts  con- 
stituting a  cause  of  action,  and  the 
court  will  give  the  relief  to  which 
those  facts  entitle  the  plaintifF, 
whether  le^  or  eoui  table,  and  so 
the  complamt  may  be  framed^sv^ith 
a  double  aspect,  yet  the  plaintiff 
can  have  no  relief  that  is  not 
"  consistent  with  the  case  made 
bjr  his  complaint  and  embraced 
within  the  issue  "  (Code  of  Pro- 
cedure, sec  276;  Code  of  Civa  Pro- 
cedure, 8ec.  1207).  {Stevcm  agt. 
Mayor,  dc.,  84  If.  T,,  296.) 


PRACTICE. 

1.  The  court  will  not  compel  a  party 
who  has  himself  noticed  a  case 


for  trial,  hut  for  some  reason  does 
not  move  it,  to  pay  costs  to 
another  party  who  has  not  put 
himself  in  the  same  position.  By 
noticing  a  case  he  keeps  for  him- 
self control  of  it  at  the  circuit. 
{Sitfert  agt  SoMUner,  ante,  97.) 

2.  If  the  plaintiff  does  not  move 
after  he  has  brought  the  defend- 
ant into  court,  he  may  be  pun- 
ished by  a  motion,  under  the 
Code,  to  dismiss  the  case  for  want 
of  prosecution.  But  no  similar 
remedy*  is  given  to  the  plaintiff 
where  the  defendant,  having 
noticed  the  case  for  trial,  does  not 
move  it  when  the  case  is  reached 
upon  the  calendar.    (Id.) 

See  AssiONMBNT. 

Matter  of  SehdRar,  ante,  40. 

See  Rbferencb. 

Holan  agt.  SkeUy,  ante,  102. 

See  Abbttbation. 

Emign  agt.  St.  Louie  am{  San 
Frandeco  EaUway  Company, 
ante,  128. 

See  Proof. 

AneoTUa  Braee  Company  agt 
Connor,  ante,  272. 

See  Attobkbt. 

Matter  of  Hueaon,  ante,  86a 

8.  An  order  having  been  made  at  a 
circuit  putting  off  the  trial  of  the 
action  and  requiring  the  defend- 
ant to  pay  costs,  the  parties,  upon 
a  notice  served  by  the  plaintiff, 
appeared  before  the  clerk,  who 
refused  to  tax  thei  costs  claimed 
by  the  plaintiff  on  the  ground 
that  his  affidavits  were  defective. 
Thereafter  the  plaintiff  upon  new 
affidavits  and  upon  notice  to  the 
defendant  again  applied  to  the 
clerk  for  a  taxation  of  his  costs: 

Hetd,  that  the  power  of  the 
clerk  was  exhausted  on  the  first 
application,  and  that  he  had  no 
power  to  entertain  the  second  ap- 
plication without  a  special  order 
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of  the  court    {Larkin  ftgt  Stede, 
25  Hun,  264.) 

4.  Under  section  780  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  a  county  Judge 
cannot  make  an  order,  requiring 
a  partj  to  shdw  cause  why  an  ap- 
phcation  should  not  be  granted, 
which  is  returnable  in  less  than 
eight  days  at  a  special  term  of  the 
supreme  court.  An  order  short- 
ening the  term  of  service  can  only 
be  made  by  the  court  before  which 
the  order  is  returnable,  or  a  Judge 
thereof.    {Id.) 

5.  No  appeal  lies  to  the  general 
term  from  an  order  of  a  county 
court,  granting  leave  to  issue  an 
execution  upon  a  Judgment  recov- 
ered in  a  Justice's  court,  where  a 
transcript  thereof  was  filed  and 
judgment  thereon  docketed  in  the 
clerk's  office  of  the  county  in  1866. 
{Kineaid  agt  BiehardMon,  25  Hun, 
287.) 

6.  The  sections  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  (mm.  876,  882,  mb. 
7)  prescribing  the  times  within 
which  actions  upon  Judgments 
must  be  brought,  relate  only  to 
the  remedy  by  action  and  do  not 
affect  the  remedy  by  execution. 
(Id,) 

7.  A  plaintiff  recovered  a  Judg- 
ment in  a  justice's  court  and  the 
defendant  appealed,  stating  in  his 
notice  of  appeal,  as  the  nound 
thereof,  ''that  the  Judgment 
should  have  been  in  favor  of  the 
defendant  and  against  the  plain- 
tiff for  costs."  No  offer  was  made 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  upon  the  trial 
the  Judgment  was  reduced  forty 
dollars: 

HeUd,  that  the  Code  did  not  re- 
quire the  appellant  to  state  in  his 
notice  of  appeal  the  exact  amount 
of  the  error  in  the  iudgment,  and 
that  he  was  entitled  to  recover  his 
costs.  {Chamberlain  agt  Cham- 
berlain, 25  Hun,  199.) 

8.  Where  a  Judgment  in  favor  of 
the   plaintiff,    for   so   small   an 


amount  as  to  entitle  the  defendant 
to  costs,  is  reversed  on  appeal, 
costs  to  abide  the  event,  and  a 
new  trial  is  granted  on  which  the 

Slaintiff  obtains  a  Judgment  suf- 
cient  to  entitle  him  to  costs,  he 
is  entitled  to  costs  as  well  of  the 
first  trial  as  of  the  appeal  and  the 
new  trial.  {Carpeni&r  agt  Man- 
hattan I^eAii,  Co.,  25  Hun,  194) 

9.  Wliere  an  attachment  is  issued 
and  property  is  levied  upon  there- 
under, in  an  action  against  de- 
fendants, who,  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  become 
bankrupt,  and  for  whom  curatears 
or  assignees  are  appointed  by  a 
tribunal  of  a  foreign  nation  having 
Jurisdiction  in  tne  matter,  it*  is 
proper  to  bring  such  curateurs  or 
assignees,  upon  their  own  motion, 
into  the  action  as  additional  par- 
ties defendant  {Lee  agt.  Pft^er, 
25  Hun,  97.) 

10.  The  words  **  within  four  years 
before  the  sale,"  as  used  in  section 
2798  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Proced- 
ure, and  the  words  "  making  of 
the  sale,"  in  chapter  884  of  the 
Laws  of  1871,  relating  to  the  pay- 
ment into  the  proper  surrogate's 
court  of  surplus  money  arising  on 
the  sale  of  real  property,  if  letters 
testamentary  or  of  administration 
have  been  issued  within  a  certain 
time,  refer  to  the  date  of  the  sale 
and  not  to  the  commencement  of 
the  action  or  proceedings  resulting 
in  the  sale.  (White  agt  BMon, 
25  Hun,  69.) 

11.  SemHe,  that  an  appeal  does  not 
.  lie  to  the  general  term  from  an  in- 
terlocutory ludnnent,  to  the  effect 
that  the  plaintiffs  have  Judgment 
unless  the  defendants  who  have 
interposed  a  demurrer  answer 
over  within  twenty  days,  etc. 
(Truet  and  Deposit  Co,  agt  PraU, 
25  Hun,  28.) 

12.  On  an  application  for  an  injunc- 
tion, facts  as  to  which  the  com- 
plaint does  not  contain  any  allega- 
tions, must  not  be  alleged  in  Uie 
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affldaTits,  as  the  affidavits  are  to 
be  considered  only  as  evidence  in 
the  allegations  made  in  the  com- 
plaint. {SttOl  agt.  We9tfaU,  25 
Hun,  1.) 

18.  An  injunction  will  be  denied 
where  it  is  asked  not  to  restrain 
the  doing  of  an  act,  but  the  doing 
of  the  Act  to  the  injury  of  the 

Slaintiff ;  such  injunction  will  be 
enied  because  of  the  inconve- 
nience of  enforcing  an  injunction, 
for  every  alleged  breach  of  which 
a  trial  must  l^  had  in  order  to  de- 
termine whether  the  act  was  or 
was  not  injurious  to  the  plaintiff. 
(Id.) 

14  Where,  in  an  action  tried  at  the 
circuit,  before  the  court  and  a 
jury,  a  nonsuit  has  been  granted, 
the  court  cannot,  since  the  pas- 
sa^  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
ceaure,  order  the  exceptions  to  be 
heard  in  the  first  instance  at  the 
general  term.  (Seely  agt.  N.  T.  O. 
and  KB.ILB,  Co.,  25  Hun,  280.) 

15.  Where,  in  an  action  brought  to 
foreclose  a  mortgage,  the  defend- 
ant, without  denying  anv  of  the 
allegations  of  the  complaint,  al- 
leges in  his  answer  that  a  payment 
has  been  made  upon  the  bond  and 
mortgage,  the  plaintiff  may  admit 
the  payment  and  move  upon  no- 
tice, under  section  511  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure,  for  leave  to 
enter  judgment  for  the  balance 
due  under  the  allegations  of  the 
complaint,  after  deducting  the 
payment  {HaU  agt.  HoU,  25  Eun, 
277.) 

16.  An  action  brought  by  a  grantee 
in  the  name  of  his  grantor,  against 
one  who  at  the  time  of  the  execu- 
tion of  the  deed  was  in  possession 
of  the  premises  under  an  adverse 
claim  of  title,  does  not  abate  by 
the  death  of  the  grantee,  but  the 
same  may  be  revived  and  contin- 
ued by  his  devisees.  {Ward  agt. 
Beynom,  25  Bun,  885.) 

17.  Where  an  application  by  the 


devisee  for  leave  to  continue  the 
action  is  denied,  he  may  take  an 
appeal  from  the  order  denying  his 
motion,  in  the  name  of  the  plain- 
tiff of  record.     (Id) 

18.  It  is  not  customary  for  the  court 
to  deny  an  application  for  leave 
to  serve  a  supplemental  answer 
upon  the  ground  that  the  facts 
sought  to  be  set  forth  therein  do 
not  constitute  a  defense  to  the  ac- 
tion. (MikheU  agt.  Aden,  25  Hun, 
548.) 

19.  Where,  in  an  action  brought  to 
foreclose  a  mortgage,  issues  in- 
volving the  question  of  usury, 
which  is  interposed  as  a  defense, 
have  been  framed  and  tried  by  a 
jury,  the  court  may  in  its  discre- 
tion, upon  the  case  being  brought 
on  for  trial  before  it,  adopt  the 
verdict  and  refuse  to  receive  any 
further  evidence  as  to  the  facts 
averred  by  it.  {Mddiion  Univer- 
sUjf  agt.  White,  25  Hun,  490.) 

20.  The  bringing  of  an  action  upon 
a  Judgment  recovered  in  the  su- 
preme court  of  this  state  without 
first  obtaining  the  leave  of  the 
court  so  to  do,  as  required  by  sec- 
tion 71  of  the  old  Code,  is  not  a 
mere  irregularity  which  is  waived 
by  the  omission  of  the  defendant 
to  raise  the  objection,  but  the 
omission  to  obtain  such  leave  ren- 
ders the  iudgment  invalid  and  the 
same  will  ^  set  aside  upon  the 
application  of  the  administrator 
01  the  deceased  judgment  debtor, 
made  sixteen  years  Ster  the  entry 
of  the  said  judgment.  (Fb/rith 
agt.  Austin,  25  Hun,  480.) 

21.  An  answer  denying  "each and 
every  allegation  set  forth  in  the 
complaint,  except  as  herein  admits 
ted,  qualified  or  explained,"  con- 
tains an  authorized  form  of  denial, 
and  should  not  be  stricken  out  as 
frivolous.  (Calhoun  agt  HaMen, 
25  Hun,  155.) 

22.  It  is  not  essential  that  the  exam- 
ination under   oath,   which   the 
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mirrogate  is  authorized  to  make 
before  iflsoiiuf  letters  of  adminsi- 
tration,  should  be  embodied  in  a 
verified  petition.  (Johmion  agt 
8mm,  25  Hun,  171.) 

88.  A  writ  of  error  will  not  lie  in  a 
criminal  case  until  all  the  issues 
have  been  disposed  of  and  a  final 
judgment  has  been  entered.  (2b- 
Ityr  agt  PeopU,  2S  Hun,  088.) 

24.  It  $eenu  that  the  proper  practice 
where  the  venue  in  a  local  action 
is  laid  in  the  wrong  county  is  to 
order  the  chanffe  upon  defendant's 
motion,  and  tnen  if  plaintiff  de- 
sires a  change  on  tne  grounds 
upon  which  such  change  is  au- 
thorized by  the  Code  {tec  987),  he 
must  make  his  motion.  {VMer 
agt  Baker,  88  If.  T.,  156.) 

25.  Where,  upon  pendency  of  ap- 
peal to  this  court  from  order  de- 
nving  motion  to  change  venue, 
plaintiff  moves  cause  for  trial  and 
takes  Judgment,  a  motion  to  set 
aside  the  Judgment  should  be 
made  in  the  supreme  court  This 
court  has  no  Jurisdiction  of  it. 
(8m  Veeder  agt  Baker,  88  N.  T., 
108.) 

26.  Where  a  clause  is  inserted  in  a 
Judgment  without  authority,  the 
remedy  is  by  motion  to  correct  the 
Judgment,  not  by  appeal  (Leonr 
ard  9Lgt,    OoL  SL    Mo,    Co.,  84 

ji.  r..48.) 

27.  The  provision  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  (eee,  17)  authoriz- 
ing a  convention  of  the  general 
term  Justices  and  the  chief  jud^ 
of  the  superior  court  to  establish 
rules  of  practice,  does  not  em- 
power said  convention  to  alter, 
modify  or  annul  any  rule  of  prac- 
tice established  by  the  Code,  but 
simply  to  make  such  other  rules 
as  snail  be  deemed  necessary  and 
as  are  in  harmony  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Code.  {Oormerly 
agt  MeQlynn,  ^N,  T,  284.) 

28.  The  provisions   of   said   Code 


(M0.  1028)  fixing  and 
the  practice  as  to  the  findinjgs  by 
the  court  or  a  referee,  ana  pro- 
viding that  requests  to  find  wall 
be  made  and  the  proposed  find- 
ings passed  upon  before  the  final 
decision  or  report,  is  inconsistent 
with  that  portion  of  Rule  82  as 
it  stood  prior  to  the  last  amend- 
ment (ad<^ted  December  17, 1880; 
went  into  effect  March  1, 1881), 
which  authorized  findings  of  fact 
upon  settlement  of  the  case,  and 
rendered  so  much  of  said  rule 
inoperativa    (Id.) 

22.  It  is  too  late  for  a  defendant  to 
claim  for  the  first  time,  on  appeal 
to  this  court,  that  his  answer  con- 
tains a  counter-claim  which  is  ad- 
mitted by  not  being  replied  to.  It 
should  be  insisted  upon  and  the 
attention  of  the  court  or  referee 
called  to  it  on  trial,  and  if  not 
allowed,  an  exception  should  be 
taken.  (Muldoan  agt  BlaehweO, 
84  iV;  r.,  646.) 

80.  B  eeeme,  that  where,  on  appeal 
to  this  court,  cases  are  served 
which  are  defective  in  not  con- 
taining the  notice  of  appeal  and 
the  Judgment  and  opinion  of  the 
general  term,  it  is  not  correct 
practice  for  respondent's  attomev 
to  return  the  case,  and  upon  fail- 
ure to  serve  others,  to  enter  order 
dismissing  appesJ.  (BUae  a^ 
Hogg»on,  84  K  F.,  067 ) 

81.  B  teenu,  also,  that  the  proper 
practice  in  such  case  is  to  move, 
upon  notice,  to  have  the  cases 
corrected,  or  that  corrected  copies 
be  served,  and,  in  default  of  such 
correction,  that  appeal  be  dia- 
missed.    (Id.) 

82.  Where,  in  a  suit  brought  in 
1877,  upon  a  Judgment  obtained 
in  1858,  a  motion  for  leave  to  set 
up  by  supplemental  answer  an  or- 
der granted  in  1881,  under  section 
1268  of  the  Code,  canceling  and 
discharging  the  judgment,  was 
denied,  upon  the  ground  that  it 
was  an  attempt  to  set  up  defend- 
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ant's  discharge  in  bankruptcy, 
application  for  which  had  twice 
been  refused,  on  the  ^ound  of 
laches,  and  that  the  denials  of  the 
former  motions  were  res  acffudi- 
cata: 

Held,  that  this  was  error,  the 
last  application  not  being  the 
same  as  that  which  had  been  neard 
and  decided  before;  and  the  order 
canceling  the  record  had  so 
changed  the  position  of  the  par- 
ties to  the  action  that  the  leave 
asked  should  have  been  granted 
on  terms.  (Townwnd  agt.  dimp- 
son,  ante,  S06.) 


PREFERENCE 

1.  Where  the  right  to  a  preference 
does  not  appear  in  the  pleadings, 
the  order  giving  the  preference 
should  be  obtained  before  notice 
of  trial,  and  should  be  served 
either  before  or  with  the  notice. 
(Robertson  agt.  ScheUhaae,  cmte, 
489.) 

2.  Where  a  plaintiff  first  notices  the 
cause  for  trial,  without  having 
obtained  the  preliminary  order  as 
required,  he  waives  his  right  to  a 
preference.    (Id.) 

8.  Where  the  right  to  a  preference 
depends  upon  facts  which  do  not 
appear  upon  the  pleadings,  a  copy 
of  the  order  granting  the  prefer- 
ence must  be  served  with  or  be- 
fore the  notice  of  trial  or  argu- 
ment. (OUy  National  Bank  of 
DaUas  agt.  National  Bark  Bank, 
ante,  499.) 

4.  By  serving  a  notice  of  trial  be- 
fore making  a  motion  to  have  Uie 
cause  preferred,  the  right  to  such 
preference  is  waived.    (Id,) 


PROOF. 

1.  As  the  complaint,  which  alleged 
that  the  plaintiff  "is  a  corpora- 
tion duly  created  and  existing, 
doing  business  in  the  city  of  New 


York,"  did  not  aver  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  a  corporation  created 
under  a  statute  of  New  York,  and 
the  answer  put  in  issue  the  exist- 
ence of  the  corporation,  proof 
should  have  been  given  of  the  cor- 
porate character  of  the  plaintiff. 
(Amonia  Bran  Company  agt. 
Conner,  ante,  272.) 

2.  The  allegation  of  the  complaint 
that  the  plaintiff  had  recovered  a 
judgment  against  one  Wilson  be- 
ing denied  by  the  answer,  and  the 
fact  beine  essential  to  the  exist- 
ence of  the  cause  of  action,  the 
court  erred  in  directing  judgment 
on  the  pleadings.    (/<£) 

See  Excise  Law. 

Hesi  agt.  AppeU,  ante,  818. 


QUESTION  OF  FACT. 

1.  Under  an  indictment  for  an 
assault  with  intent  to  do  bodily 
harm  with  a  sharp,  dangerous 
weapon  (chap.  74,  LatD$  of  1854), 
a  conviction  can  be  had  of  an 
assault,  but  not  assault  and  bat- 
tery. (The  People  agt.  Cavanagh, 
ante,  1ST.) 

2.  What  is  a  sharp,  dan^rous 
weapon  within  the  meaning  of 
that  statute,  is  a  question  of  fact. 
(Id.) 


RAILROAD  CORPORATIONS. 

See  Elevated  Railroadq. 

Matter  of  BrooMyn  Bapid  Tratir 
tit  Company,  ante,  404. 


RECEIVER 

1.  The  proceedings  authorized  by 
chapter  087  of  1880,  as  amended 
by  chapter  889  of  1881,  for  the  re- 
moval of  receivers  of  insolvent 
corporations,  only  apply  to  such 
receivers  as  are   by   statute   re- 

auired  to  make  and  file  reports  of 
leir  proceedings  at  certain  defl- 
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nlle  and  prescribed  times.  (AUrUl 
agt.  Boekaway  Beach  Imp.  Co.,  25 
Hun,  902.) 

2.  Wlien  any  proceeding  thereunder 
is  institutea  by  the  attorney-gen- 
eral, it  must  be  shown  that  the 
Earty  of  whose  property  a  receiver 
as  been  appomted  is  a  corpora- 
tion and  that  it  is  insolvent.    (Id.) 

8.  Where  an  action  has  been 
brought  by  a  stockholder  and 
creditor  to  close  up  the  business 
of  a  corporation,  and  a  receiver  of 
its  propertv  has.  with  the  consent 
of  all  its  directors  and  stockhold- 
ers and  of  many  of  its  creditors, 
been  appointed,  notice  of  a  mo- 
tion by  the  attorney-general 
under  tne  said  acts  for  the  re- 
moval of  the  said  receiver  should 
be  served  upon  all  the  parties  who 
have  appeared  in  the  ju^tion,  and 
it  is  improper  to  remove  such  a 
receiver  and  appoint  another  in 
his  place  when  notice  of  the  mo- 
tion has  been  served  upon  the  re- 
ceiver alone.    (Id,) 

4.  The  plaintiff  brought  this  action 
in  March,  1880,  against  the  de- 
fendant, as  receiver  of  the  Erie 
Railway  Company,  to  recover  for 
services  rendered  to  him  from  De- 
cember 1,  1875,  to  January  81, 
1877.  More  than  sixty  days  prior 
to  the  commencement  of  this  ac- 
tion all  the  property  and  fran- 
chises of  the  ola  company  had 
been  sold,  and  the  purchasers  had, 
pursuant  to  chapter  480  of  1874, 
formed  a  new  corporation  and  the 
defendant  had  been  discharged 
from  his  receivership.  By  these 
facts  the  plaintiff  was,  under  sec- 
tion 8  of  chapter  446  of  1876  pre- 
vented from  maintaining  the  ac- 
tion against  the  receiver,  but  the 
new  company  was  thereby  sub- 
jected to  the  same  liabilitjr  as  had 
lormerly  existed  against  him: 

Held,  that  it  was  proper  to  allow 
the  plaintiff  to  amend  the  sum- 
mons and  complaint  by  striking 
out  the  name  of  the  defendant  and 
substituting  that  of  the  new  cor- 


poration, although  issues  had  been 
join^  in  the  action  and  sent  to  a 
referee  for  trial,  but  that  as  the 
reference  had  been  ordered  by 
consent  that  it  should  be  vacated. 
(AbboU  agt.  Jewett,  25  Hun,  603.) 

5.  Chapter  537  of  1880,  providing 
means  for  compelling  receivers  of 
insolvent  corporations  to  make 
and  file  reports,  applies  only  to 
such  receivers  as  are  appointed 
in  proceedings  institutea  under 
title  4  of  chapter  8  of  part  8  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  who  are,  by 
chapter  848  of  1858,  required  to 
make  and  file  quarterly  reports  of 
their  proceeding  It  has  no  ap- 
plication to  receivers  of  insolvent 
corporations  appointed  in  one  of 
the  additional  cases  defined  and 
declared  in  chapter  151  of  1870. 
(AttriU  agt.  BfxJcaway  Beach  Im- 
provement Co.,  25  Hun,  376.) 

6.  A  receiver  of  an  insolvent  corpo- 
ration appointed  under  subdivis- 
ion 4  of  section  3  of  chapter  151 
of  1870,  in  the  first  Judicial  dis- 
trict, in  an  action  there  pending, 
cannot  be  removed  upon  an  appfi- 
cation  made  in  the  third  judicial 
district    (Id.) 

7.  Even  when  a  court  in  one  judicial 
district  has  power,  under  chapter 
537  of  1880,  to  remove  a  receiver 
appointed  in  an  action  pending  in 
another  judicial  district,  it  has  no 
power  under  the  said  act  to  ap- 
point his  successor.  To  accom- 
plish that  end,  the  proceeding 
must  be  remitted  to  the  district  m 
which  the  action  is  pending.  (Id.) 

8.  A  receiver  appointed  in  such  an 
action  should  not  be  removed 
without  notice  of  the  application 
having  been  given  to  the  plaintiff 
in  the  action,  at  whose  mstance 
he  was  appointed.    (Id.) 

0.  By  the  appointment  of  a  receiver 
in  a  foreclosure  suit  the  plaintiff 
obtains  an  equitable  lien  only 
upon  the  unpaid  rents  ;  until  such 
appointment,  the  owner  of   the 
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equity  of  redemption  has  a  right 
to  receive  the  rents  and  cannot  be 
compelled  to  account  for  them. 
(Bider  agt.  Baglsy,  84  If,  F.,  461.) 

10.  It  seems  that,  assuming  the  court 
has  power  to  compel  such  owner 
to  pay  the  rents  to  the  receiver 
after  his  appointment,  the  exercise 
of  the  power  is  in  the  discretion 
of  the  court,  and  so  not  review- 
able here.    (Id.) 

11.  8o,  also,  where  fraud  or  contempt 
upon  the  supreme  court  is  charg^ 
upon  the  owner,  in  receiving  rents 
with  knowled^  of  the  pendency 
of  an  application  for  a  receiver,  it 
is  for  that  court  to  deal  with  it,  and 
its  action  in  that  respect  is  not 
subject  to  review  by  this  court. 
(Id,) 

xlEltEREEB. 

1.  It  seems,  that  in  a  proper  case  the 
court  has  the  power  and  will 
direct  the  same  to  be  tried  before 
three  referees.  (DevUn  agt  The 
Mayor,  ante,  260.) 

3.  A  referee  appointed  in  supple- 
mentary proceedings  suing  for 
fees  will  not  be  permitted  to  show 
that  property  was  discovered  upon 
the  examination,  or  that  the  judg- 
ment was  in  consequence  paia. 
His  action  is  upon  the  statute,  and 
although  the  answer  denies  the 
the  rendition  of  any  service,  such 
evidence  is  improper,  as  it  may 
unjustly  influence  the  jury.  (<Bfci 
dle  agt  Oram,  ante,  498.) 

Bee  Abbignmekt. 

Matter  of  SchaUer,  ante,  40. 


REFERENCE. 

1.  An  answer  in  a  partition  suit 
which  alleges  that  the  defendant, 
one  of  the  tenants  in  common, 
owns  the  lot  adjoining  one  of  the 
lots  sought  to  be  partitioned;  that 
their  father,  from  whom  estate 
comes  in  his  lifetime,  caused  to 

Vol.  LXn        11 


be  erected  a  two-story  and  base- 
ment building  with  stone  f  oimda- 
tion,  partly  on  defendant's  own 
lot  ana  one  of  the  lots  involved  in 
such  suit,  without  authority  so  far 
as  defendant's  lot  was  concerned, 
and  askinff  to  be  awarded  full  pos- 
session of  his  lot  and  for  $500 
damages  is  a  nullity,  and  the 
usual  order  of  reference  as  upon 
default  is  proper.  (Nolan  agt. 
SkeUy,  ante,  108.) 

2.  Where  a  cause  is  referred  by  con- 
sent of  parties,  and  the  referee  dies, 
it  puts  an  end  to  the  reference, 
because  the  extent  of  the  consent 
is  that  the  cause  may  be  tried  and 
decided  by  the  particular  person 
whom  they  have  agreed  upon  as  a 
referee.  (DecUn  a^.  The  Mayor, 
ante,  168.) 

8.  But  where  the  cause  is  referable 
in  its  nature,  and  has  been  referred 
by  the  court,  upon  motion,  the 
only  effect  that  the  death  of  the 
referee  before  the  termination 
of  the  reference  has  is,  that  noth- 
ing has  been  accomplished,  and 
that  a  new  referee  must  be 
appointed,  before  whom  the  trial 
of  the  cause  has  to  be  begun 
again.    (Id,) 

4.  After  the  trial  has  commenced 
before  the  substituted  referee,  the 
court  has  power,  on  motion,  to 
increase  the  number  of  referees 
to  three.    (Id.) 

5.  The  supreme  court  has  no  power 
to  grant  an  order,  on  application 
of  the  referee  in  an  action,  re- 
quiring the  plaintiff  to  pay  the 
referee^s  fees  and  take  up  the 
report.  (Geib  agt  Totming,  88 
ivTr.,  46.) 

6.  It  seems  that  as  referees  act  vol- 
untarily, their  rights  are  to  be 
enforced  according  to  the  principle 
of  the  law  of  contracta    (Id.) 

7.  It  seems,  also,  that  a  referee  is 
not  bound  to  part  with  his  report 
without  payment  of  his  legal  fees, 
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and  when  he  haa  hiB  report  ready 
within  the  statutory  time  and 
offers  to  deliyer  it  on  payment  of 
sach  fees,  the  offer  will  be  deemed 
a  sufficient  delivery  to  prevent  a 
forfeiture  of  fees  declared  by  sec- 
tion 1019  of  the  Code  of  CMX 
Procedure.    {Id.) 

8.  Where  the  findings  ^of  fact  by  a 
referee  conflict,  the  defeated  psjty 
is  entitled  to  those  most  favorable 
to  him,  and  may  rely  upon  them  in 
aid  of  exceptions  to  tne  referee's 
conclusions  of  law.  (Sehwinffer 
agt  Batmand,  88  JIT.  F.,  162.) 

9.  Where  flndines  contained  in  the 
case,  as  settled  by^  a  referee,  differ 
from  those  contained  in  his  report, 
the  former  will  be  deemed  correct, 
as  it  is  upon  the  case  that  excep- 
tions stand  (Ood6  of  OM  Pro- 
cedure, eee,  997).    (Id.) 

10.  This  action  was  brought  by 
plaintiff,  as  committee  of  the 
estate  of  a  lunatic,  to  obtain  an 
accounting  of  the  rents  and  profits 
of  real  estate  owned  in  common 
by  the  lunatic  and  by  defendant's 
testator,  received  by  the  latter, 
and  of  personal  property  belong- 
ing to  them  Jointly,  which  thecom- 

Elaint  alleged  had  been  fraudu- 
intly  appropriated  by  said  testa- 
tor, the  defendant,  ana  her  former 
husband,  in  pursuance  of  a  con- 
spiracy between  them,  in  fraud  of 
the  rights  of  the  lunatic  : 

Held,  that  the  action  being  for 
an  accounting  was  referable  ;  that 
the  allegations  of  fraudulent  con- 
spiracy did  not  chanffe  its  charac- 
ter ;  and  that  an  oraer  of  refer- 
ence was  not  reviewable  here. 
(Harrington  agt  Bruce,  84  N.  Y., 
103.) 

REMEDY. 

1.  Where  a  clause  is  inserted  in  a 
judgment  without  authority,  the 
remedy  is  by  motion  to  correct 
the  Judgment,  not  by  appeal 
(Leonard  a^  CfoL  &  Nwe.  Go.,  84 
IT.  T^  48.) 


REMOVAL  OF  CAUSE. 

1.  Where  in  an  action  triable  in 
Erie  county,  an  order  for  its  re- 
moval into  the  circuit  of  the 
United  States,  under  the  law  of 
congress  of  1875,  was  made  on 
November  11,  1880,  in  the  county 
of  New  York,  without  notice, 
and  two  days  later  an  order  was 
granted  in  Erie  county,  referring 
Uie  action  and  appointing  a  re- 
ceiver: 

Held,  that  under  the  construc- 
tion which  has  been  given  to 
this  act  of  congress,  the  applica- 
tion for  the  order  of  removal 
was  regular,  even  though  no 
notice  oi  it  was  f^ven  to  the  at- 
tomeys  of  the  plaintiff.  (Erimnan 
agt  Pidooek,  ante,  827.) 

2.  As  it  was  regularly  made  without 
a  service  of  notice,  the  order  could 
be  properly  made,  as  it  was,  by  a 
special  term  other  than  in  the 
county  where  the  venue  was  laid. 
(Id.) 

8.  It  is  only  when  spjecial  bail  is 
originally  requisite  in  the  action 
that  the  bond  executed  is  required 
to  include  a  condition  for  the  en- 
tering of  such  bail.    (Id.) 

4.  After  the  order  had  been  en- 
tered in  Erie  county  and  served, 
the  court  had  no  authority  to 
proceed  further  in  the  action. 
(Id.) 

6.  The  order  afterwards  made  for 
a  reference  and  receiver  was 
entirely  unauthorized,  and  though 
void,  a  motion  to  vacate  it  was 
proper.    (Id.) 


REPLY. 

1.  Though  failure  to  reply,  in  a 
case  where  a  reply  is  necessary 
under  the  Code,  does  not  prevent 
the  part^r  from  bringing  his  cause 
on  lor  trial,  yet  amotion  by  plain- 
tiff to  place  the  cause  on  the 
special  circuit  calendar  was  prop- 
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erly  denied,  for  the  reason  that 

Ehuntifl  had  not  served  a  reply, 
ecause  the  counter-claim  being 
admitted  there  was  no  issue,  the 
only  question  being  as  to  the 
amount  of  damages.  (Adams  agt. 
BoberU,  ante,  263.) 


REVIVAL  OP  ACTION. 

1.  When  an  action  was  commenced 
by  A.  against  B.  to  foreclose  a 
mortgage,  and,  after  Ub  pendens 
filed,  B.  conveyed  the  premises  to 
C,  and  thereafter  B.  died  and  C. 
was  made  administrator  of  B.,  the 
action  was  revived  and  continued 
against  0.  as  administrator,  and  a 
decree  of  foreclosure  and  sale  was 
entered: 

Meld,  that  the  action  was  prop- 
erly revived.  Under  section  1671 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
C,  as  a  grantee  subsequent  to  the 
filing  of  the  lis  pendens,  is  bound 
by  all  the  proceedings  in  the 
action  to  the  same  extent  as  if  he 
were  a  party  and  his  equity  of 
redemption  was  cut  off  by  the 
decree.  ( Weyh  agt  Boylan,  ante, 
897.) 

3.  Whether  a  judgment  in  personam 
for  deficiency  could  be  entered 
against  C,  guaret     {Id,) 


RIGHT  OP  WAY. 

1.  Where,  after  the  owner  of  two 
adjoining  premises,  one  being  an 
extension  in  the  rear  of  the 
other,  had  established  a  com- 
munication between  the  front 
and  rear  buildings,  with  an  en- 
trance thereto  through  the  front 
building,  the  two  buildings  were 
sold  upon  foreclosure  of  mort- 
gages, the  defendant  purchasing 
the  front  building  and  the  plain- 
tiff that  in  the  rear,  and  then  the 
defendant  closed  up  the  entrance 
in  the  hallway  between  the  prem- 
ises purchased  \xj  him  and  the 
rear  building  adjoining: 
MM  (in  a  suit  by  plaintiff  for 


relief),  that  the  case  is  not  one 
entitling  plaintiff  to  equitable 
interference.  {Schrymser  agt. 
Phelps,  ante,  1.) 

RULES. 

1.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
{sec,  791)  giving  preferences  among 
civil  .causes,  a  party  claiming  a 
preference  in  this  court  must 
comply  with  the  directions  of 
Rule  30  ;  i.  e,,  ha  must  state  such 
claim  in  his  notice  of  argument, 
and  thegrounds of  the pr^erence, 
fSte.  {TifyloT  agt.  Wing,  SQIf.T., 
527.) 

2.  The  provisions  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  {see  17)  author- 
izing a  convention  of  the  general 
term  justices  and  the  chief  judges 
of  the  superior  court  to  establish 
rules  of  practice,  does  not  em- 
power said  convention  to  alter, 
modify  or  annul  any  rule  of  prac- 
tice established  by  the  Code,  bm 
simply  to  make  such  other  rules 
as  shall  be  deemed  necessary,  and 
as  are  in  harmony  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Code.  {Gorm»rly 
agt  McQlt/nn,  SiN.  F.,  284.) 

8.  The  provisions  of  said  Code  (see, 
1028)  fixing  and  determining  the 
practice  as  to  findings  by  the 
court  or  a  referee,  and  providing 
that  requests  to  find  shall  be  made 
and  the  proposed  findings  passed 
upon  before  the  final  decision  or 
report,  is  inconsistent  with  that 
portion  of  Rule  82  as  it  stood 
prior  to  the  last  amendment 
(adopted  December  17, 1880;  went 
into  effect  March  l,.188t),  which 
authorized  findings  of  fact  upon 
settlement  of  the  case,  and  ren- 
dered so  much  of  said  rule  in- 
operative.   (Id,) 


SAVmaS  BANK. 

See  QpsmsLACT, 

iftUcah^  a^  Emiffrani  Indtis- 
trial  Samngs  Bank,  ante,  408. 
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SERVICE. 

1.  Where  a  person  comee  from  an- 
other state  to  attend  a  meeting  of 
creditors  at  the  office  of  a  register 
in  bankruptcy,  as  a  creditor  and 
witness,  to  prove  certain  claims, 
or  even  as  a  party  or  as  an  attor- 
ney for  other  parties,  he  is  privi- 
leged from  service  of  process  or 
summons  while  so  attending. 
(Mathewi  agi.  Ti^fts,  anU^  608.) 


SHERIFF. 

1.  A  bond  of  indemnity  given  to 
the  sheriff  applies  to  a  levy  made 
before  the  bond  was  given;  and 
the  defendant,  in  a  suit  by  the 
sheriff  upon  the  bond,  is  cliarged 
with  the  knowledge  of  the  pnor 
levy  and  sale  bv  the  idving  of 
the  bond,  unless  he  gives  affirma- 
tive proof  upon  the  trial  of 
ignorance  of  those  facts.  {ReiUy 
agt.  CMmnan,  ante,  380.) 

d.  Where  a  defendant,  after  arrest, 
has  been  allowed  to  go  at  large 
after  giving  an  undertekinc,  the 
sheris  becomes  liable  as  bail  until 
the  sureties  in  the  undertaking 
Justify  and  are  approved  by  the 
court.  (WaU  agt.  JSeiUy,  ante, 
850.) 

8.  Whereat  the  time  a  fupMtsdMM  is 

£ -anted,  the  defendant  is  still  at 
rge  and  the  sureties  have  not 
Justified,  the  sheriff  is  still  liable 
as  bail  and  can  only  be  exonerated 
from  that  liability  in  the  same 
manner  as  ordinary  bail.    (Id.) 

4.  Although  the  eupenedeoi  might 
have  been  a  protection  to  the 
sheriff  as  long  as  it  remained 
in  force,  yet,  when  the  court,  at 
general  term,  reversed  the  order 
aUowinjK  the  eupereedeae,  the  lia- 
bility of  the  sheriff  as  bail  revived. 
{Id.) 

6.  In  an  action  against  a  sheriff  to 
enforce  his  liability  as  ball,  where 
it  was  objected  that  the  plaintiff 


failed  to  establish  the  liability  of 
the  sheriff  as  bail,  for  the  reasons 
that  neither  of  the  executions 
were  tested,  and  the  body  execu- 
tion did  not  specify  the  time  when 
it  was  returnable: 

SM,  that,  though  the  execu- 
tions to  have  been  regular  should 
have  been  tested,  and  the  body 
execution  should  have  been  made 
returnable  within  sixty  dajs  after 
its  receipt  by  the  sheriff,  the 
omissions  were  mere  irregularities 
which  did  not  render  the  execu- 
tions void.  {Dougkue  agt.  Baber- 
Mtro,  ante,  405.) 

8.  It  eeeme  questionable  whether  the 
omission  of  the  teste  made  them 
even  voidable : 

Held,  further,  that  the  irregu- 
larities are  such  as  might  have 
been  amended  under  section  728 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 
(M) 

7.  The  party  against  whom  the  ex- 
ecutions were  issued  not  having 
availed  himself  of  such  defects, 
the  sheriff  cannot  take  advantage 
of  thenoL    (LL) 

8.  After  the  sheriff  has  by  his  deputy 
treated  the  executions  as  r^ular 
and  acted  under  and  made  returns 
to  them,  he  cannot  afterwards 
ouestion  their  validity.  Proof 
that  the  executions  were  returned 
by  the  direction  of  the  plaintiff's 
attorney,  in  order  that  the  service 
thereof  might  be  prevented,  is 
not  admissible  under  a  specific  or 
general  denial ;  they  constitute  or 
tend  to  constitute  an  affirmative 
defense,  and  cannot  be  proved 
unless  pleaded.    {Id.) 

A.  The  provision  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  permitting  a  public  offi- 
cer, when  sued  n>r  an  official 
act,  to  give  special  matters  in 
evidence  under  the  general  issue 
(2  R  a.,  868,  eeee.  14,  15),  is  no 
longer  in  force.    (Id.) 

10.  An  allegation  in  the  amended 
answer  that  "  the  executions  were 
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returned  b^  the  deputy  having 
the  same  in  charge,  at  the  re- 
quest and  by  the  direction  of 
the  attorney  of  the  plaintiff  in 
said  executions,  without  the 
knowledge,  privity  or  consent  of 
defendant  (the  sheriff)/'  does  not 
constitute  a  defense  under  section 
599  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure.   {Id.) 

IX.  The  return  of  the  execution  by 
the  deputy  or  under  sheriff  before 
the  return  day  was  the  act  of  the 
sheriff,  and  was  entirely  voluntary 
on  his  part  for  aught  that  is 
alleged  in  the  answer,  and  it  con- 
stitutes no  defense,  either  under 
the  statute  or  independently  of  it 
(Id.) 

12.  A  judgment  of  foreclosure  di- 
recting the  sale  of  mortgaged 
premises  by  the  sheriff  is  a 
"mandate"  in  his  hands  within 
the  meaninff  of  the  provision  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  pre 
scribing  the  duties  of  an  outgoing 
dieriff  («0e.  184,  mbd.  4),  and  an 
advertisem^it  of  the  premises  for 
sale  is  a    "seizure"  within  said 

?rovision.    (Union  Dime  8anng9 
MtUtUion  agt.  Anderson,  88  If.  x., 
174.) 

18.  Where,  therefore,  a  sheriff  of  the 
county  of  Kings  had,  prior  to  the 
expiration  of  his  term  of  office, 
under  such  a  judgment,  adver- 
tised premises  for  sale  upon  a  day 
after  his  term  had  expired  : 

Bddf  that  he  had  authority  and 
was  bound  to  proceed  with  and 
complete  the  sale.    (Id.) 

14  Where  in  an  action  against  a 
sheriff  for  a  failure  to  return 
a  certain  execution,  defendant 
proved,  in  mitiKation  of  damages, 
that  prior  to  the  return  day  the 
judgments  were  levied  upon  by 
virtue  of  attachments  issued  to 
him  against  the  judgment  credi- 
tor : 

Held,  that  the  fact  that  the 
sheriff  failed  to  make  a  valid  levy 
by  virtue  of  the  execution  did  not 


destroy  or  weaken  the  effect  of 
the  proof  in  mitigation ;  that  it 
was  immaterial  whether  the  fail- 
ure 19  return  was  because  of  a 
neglect  to  levy,  or  arose  after 
levy  and  collection ;  in  either 
event,  while  the  attachments  re- 
mained in  force,  plaintiff  was 
only  entitled  to  nominal  damages. 
(Wehle  agt  Conner,  88  ilT.  F.,  281.) 


BTAT  OP  PROCEEDINGS. 

1.  Where  plaintiff  brought  an  action 
against  defendant  D.,  in  another 
state,  and  then  brought  this  action 
against  him  with  others  for  the 
same  relief,  he  should  be  com- 
pelled to  elect  which  he  wiU  first 
prosecute,  and  to  stipulate  to  stay 
proceedings  in  the  other.  {Beu 
agt  Ikmohiie,  ante,  856.) 

See  ARBirBAnoK. 

Bneign  agt.  6t.  Louie  and  San 
Fram4si80o  Eailwap  Co.,  ante, 
128. 

STIPULATION. 

1.  Where  an  order  of  arrest  is  vaca- 
ted upon  the  defendant  stipulating 
not  to  sue  for  false  imprisonment 
or  malicious  prosecution,  and  the 
plaintiff  ultimately  succeeds  in 
the  action,  such  condition  and 
stipulation  go  to  the  extent  of 
precluding  the  defendant  from 
maintaining  any  action  upon  the 
undertaking  filed  upon  obtaining 
the  order  of  arrest  (Schuyler  agt. 
Englert  et  al.,  anU,  479.) 

2.  Effect  cannot  be  given  by  this 
court  to  a  stipulation  requiring 
or  consenting  to  the  review*  on 
appeal  of  rulings  made  by  a  trial 
court,  to  which  no  exceptions 
appear  in  the  case.  (Brigge  agt. 
Waldron,^N,  F..  582.) 


STOLEN  COUPONS. 

1.  Where  coupons  of  railroad  bonds, 
which  had    been   stolen  in  this 
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coanti7[,  were  purchased  after  ma- 
turity in  Frankfort-on-the-MaiiL 
and  sent  here  for  collection,  and 
this  action  was  brought  by  plain- 
tiff, who  owned  the  coupons  at 
the  time  they  were  stolen,  to  re- 
strain parent  to  the  purchasers 
by  the  railroad  company: 

Hdd,  that  under  the  law  of  this 
state,  though  there  is  nothing  to 
impeach  the  good  faith  of  the 
purchasers,  that  transaction,  the 
coupons  being  overdue,  cannot 
avail  to  invest  them  with  a  title 
without  the  assent  of  the  plaintiff, 
the  true  owner,  from  whom  they 
were  stolen;  and  her  title  to  the 
coupons  is  unaffected  by  such 
purchase.  The  law  and  usa^ 
prevailing  at  Frankfort  beins  m 
conflict  with  the  law  of  New 
York  upon  this  subject,  the  latter 
must  prevail,  the  plaintiff  and 
one  of  defendants  being  residents 
of  New  York,  and  the  property 
itself,  the  subject  of  the  action, 
being  brought  within  this  juris- 
diction. ( WyUe  agt.  Speyer,  ante, 
107.) 

STREETS. 

See  MuNiciFAL  Corpobations. 
Ooff  agt.  Nolan,  ante,  828. 


SUMMARY  PROCEEDINGS. 

1.  Where  a  tenant  knowingly  sub- 
lets a  portion  of  the  demised 
premises  for  a  policy  shop,  the 
lease  of  the  tenant  may  be  an- 
nulled by  the  landlord,  and  the 
tenant  may,  under  the  statute  in 
reference  to  illegal  trades,  be  re- 
moved by  summary  proceedings, 
the  same  as  if  he  were  an  over- 
holding  tenant.  {The  People  ex 
rel.  Shaw  agt.  McCarty  et  al.,  ante, 
152.) 

2.  The  principles  laid  down  in  same 
case  reported  in  59  Howard's 
Practice,  487,  sustained.    (Id.) 

See  Attorney. 

Matter  of  ffueeon,  ante,  858. 


8UMM0N& 

1.  Where  a  person  comes  from 
another  state  to  attend  a  meeting 
of  creditors  at  the  office  of  a  re^;i»- 
ter  in  bankruptcy,  as  a  creditor 
and  witness,  to  prove  certain 
claims,  or  even  as  a  party  or  as  an 
attorney  for  other  parties,  he  is 
privileged  from  service  of  .process 
or  summons  while  so  attending. 
(MatheiM  agt  TVti,  ante,  50a) 

8.  Under  the  provision  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  (eee.  426,  eub, 
8)  which  authorizes  the  service  of 
a  summons  in  an  action  af|[ainst  a 
sheriff  by  deliverin.i?  it  at  his  office 
during  office  hours  to  his  deputy, 
clerk  or  other  person  in  cham; 
when  a  sheriff  has  an  office  in  the 
city  or  village  where  the  county 
courts  are  held,  delivery  of  a  sum- 
mons at  such  office  to  a  person  in 
charfl;e  is  a  good  service,  although 
the  sheriff  has  omitted  to  file  a 
notice  of  the  place  in  the  county 
clerk's  office,  as  required  by  the 
statute  (2  22.  A,  285,  sec.  55) ;  he 
cannot,  by  omitting  to  file  notice, 
debar  a  suitor  of  the  ri&;ht  to 
serve  a  summons,  as  provided  by 
the  Code.  {Dunford  agt  Weawr, 
84  K  r.,  445.) 

8.  Under  the  Code  of  Civil  Proced- 
ure [tec.  420),  to'  constitute  a  per 
sonal  service  of  a  summons  upon 
a  defendant  who  is  an  infant  un- 
der the  age  of  fourteen,  there 
must  be  a  delivery  of  a  copy  of 
the  summons,  within  the  state, 
both  to  the  infant  and  to  his 
father,  mother,  guardian  or  other 
person  specified;  service  on  the 
mfant  alone,  or  upon  one  of  the 
persons  specified,  is  not  sufficient 
(IngersoU  agt.  Mangam,  84  N.  T., 
622.)     . 

4  It  eeeme  that  the  provision  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  {eee.  451) 
in  reference  to  the  manner  of  des- 
ignating and  of  service  of  sum- 
mons upon  unknown  defendants, 
applies  to  all  actions  in  which 
service  of  summons  may  be  by 
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publication,  including  actions  for 
partition.  (Berg&n  agt.  J^yckoff, 
§4  iir.  J:,  659.) 

jSmIkfaivtb. 

Bellamy  agt.  (TuAZ,  on^,  460. 


SUPPLEMENTARY  PROOEED- 
INGB. 

1.  Where  order  in  supplementary 
proceedings  made  in  district  where 
venue  was  laid  and  roll  filed,  ap- 
points a  referee  and  directs  all 
further  proceedinj^  to  be  before 
a  Justice  of  the  district  where  de- 
fendant resides ;  such  Justice  has 
power  to  chanee  referee,  and  the 
exercise  of  this  power  is  discre- 
tionary and  not  reviewable  here. 
(See  Pwrdse  agt  im<m[Mm,l  88 
2f.  T.,  638.) 


SUPREME  COURT. 

1.  Has  no  power  to  let  to  bail  one 
charged  with  petit  larceny.  {See 
PeojOeexrel, agt.  Dutcher, 88  JIT.  Y,, 
240.) 


SURROGATE'S  COURT. 

1.  An  omission  in  proof  of  a  matter 
of  record  may  be  supplied  on  ap- 
peal to  sustain  a  Judgment,  where 
the  record  cannot  be  answered  or 
changed.  {Dunfcrd  agt  Weater, 
84iV:  r.  445.) 

2.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  1867  (eec.  8,  chap.  78*3,  Lawe  of 
1867)  in  relation  to  surrogates' 
courts,  authorizing  a  surrogate, 
when  an  executor  or  administrator 
has  been  compelled  to  account,  to 
charge  him  personally  with  the 
costs  of  the  proceeding,  a  surro- 
gate has  power  to  charge  an  ad- 
ministrator personally  with  fees 
of  an  auditor  appointed  in  such 
proceeding  to  examine  his  ac- 
counts,   (/(i.) 


8.  Where  a  surrogate  has  made  a 
decree  for  the  payment  of  money 
by  an  administrator,  he  mav  en- 
force the  performance  of  it  by 
attachment  (2B.S,,  221,  $ee.  6,  ni. 
4).    (Id.) 

• 

4  It  is  not  needed  that  the  process 
to  attach  should  recite  all  the 
facts  and  proceedings  necessarv 
to  confer  Jurisdiction;  it  is  suffi- 
cient if  on  its  face  it  appears  to 
have  been  issued  in  a  proceeding 
in  which  the  surrogate  had  Juris- 
diction, states  in  substance  the 
cause  for  arrest,  and  specifies  the 
act  or  duty  to  be   performed. 

5.  Where  an  attachment  against  an 
administrator  directed  the  collec- 
tion of  interest  on  the  decretal 
sum  named  in  it,  held,  that  con- 
ceding the  surrogate  had  no  power 
to  direct  the  collection  of  interest, 
such  direction  in  the  attachment 
did  not  vitiate  it  in  toto,    {Id,) 

6.  The  probate  of  a  codicil  to  a  will 
was  contested,  both  on  the  ground 
of  want  of  due  execution,  and  of 
undue  influence.  There  was  evi- 
dence tending  to  sustain  the  latter 
ground.  The  surrogate  refused 
to  admit  it  to  probate  upon  the 
first  ground  without  passing  upon 
the  latter.  The  general  term  up- 
on appeal,  reversed  the  decree  of 
the  surrogate,  and  directed  him  to 
admit  the  codicil  to  probate: 

Held,  error;  that  the  case  should 
have  been  remitted  to  the  surro- 
gate to  be  heard  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  undue  influence.  (j)ack 
agt  Dock,  84  K  F.,  668.) 

7.  Upon  reversal  on  appeal  on  the 
law  to  general  term  from  decree 
of  surrogate  of  county  of  New 
York,  establishing  lost  or  de- 
stroyed will,  it  is  proper  to  remit 
proceedings  to  surrogate,  and  costs 
should  be  awarded  against  re- 
spondent {See  Sheridan  agt. 
Houghton  [Mem,],  84  .y.  7:,.648.) 
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SURROGATE. 

1.  By  the  ContUtiition  of  1846  (art  6, 
$0c.  14),  the  office  of  county  Judge 
for  every  county  fai  the  state  ex- 
cept the  city  and  countT  of  New 
Tork»  was  created,  ana  the  per- 
son elected  thereto  was  to  hold 
it  for  four  years.  The  same  sec- 
tion and  article  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, without  prescribing  the  term 
and  duration  of  Uie  office  of  sur- 
rogate, provided:  "In  counties 
having  a  population  exceeding 
forty  thousand,  the  le^slature 
may  provide  for  the  election  of  a 
separate  officer  to  perform  the 
duties  of  surrogate."  By  chapter 
448  of  the  Laws  of  1847,  the  legis- 
lature provided  for  the  election  of 
surrogate  (also  a  recorder)  of  the 
city  and  county  of  New  York. 
The  first  election  of  such  officer 
was  to  take  place  in  November, 
1848,  and  the  term  of  office  was 
to  be  "  three  years  from  the  first 
day  of  January  next  after  said 
election."  The  act  also  provides 
that  in  case  a  vacancy  occurred 
**  by  death,  resignation  or  other- 
wise, the  board  of  supervisors  of 
said  city  and  county  are  author- 
ised to  fill  such  vacancy  until  the 
general  election  next  ensuing  the 
appening  of  such  vacancy,  when 
an  election  shall  be  had  to  fill  the 
unexpired  term  of  the  officer 
whose  term  had  become  so  va- 
cant" Bv  chapter  282  of  the 
Laws  of  1868,  it  was  provided, 
that  "the  term  of  office  of  the 
persons  who  shall  hereafter  be 
elected  to  the  office  of  recorder, 
city  judge  and  surrogate,  respect- 
ively* iu  the  city  and  county  of 
New  York,  shall  be  six  years." 
In  1868,  article  6  of  the  Constitu- 
tion was  then  changed  and  altered 
in  many  particulars.  By  section 
16  of  that  article,  it  is  now  pro- 
vided :  "  The  existing  county 
courts  are  continued,  and  the 
judges  thereof  in  office  at  the 
adoption  of  this  article,  shall 
hold  their  offices  until  the  expira- 
tion of  their  respective  terms. 
Their  successors  ahaU  be  chosen 


by  the  electors  of  the  counties  for 
the  term  of  six  years.  •  »  ♦ 
The  county  ludge  shall  also  be 
surrojpite  of  his  county;  but  in 
counties  havine  a  population  ex- 
ceeding forty  thousand,  the  legis- 
lature may  provide  for  the  elec- 
tion of  a  separate  officer  to  be 
surrogate,  whose  term  of  office 
shall  be  the  same  as  that  of  the 
county  tudffe."  At  the  general 
election  hela  in  November,  1875, 
y.  8.  was  elected  surrogate  in 
place  of  H.,  whose  term  of  office 
was  to  expire  on  the  3lst  day  of 
December,  1875.  Had  Y.  a  Uved, 
his  term  of  office  would  have  ex- 
pixed  January  1,  1882.  He  died 
m  April,  1876,  and  on  the  twelfth 
of  the  same  month  C.  was  ap- 
pointed to  fill  the  vacancy  by  the 
board  of  aldermen  of  New  York, 
acting  as  supervisors.  At  the 
general  election  held  in  Novem- 
ber following,  C.  was  elected  sui^ 
rogate  by  the  electors  of  the  city 
and  county  of  New  York : 

HM,  1.  That  the  election  of  C. 
to  the  office  of  surrogate  at  the 
general  election  in  November, 
1876,  entitles  him  to  hold  the 
office  for  the  full  term  of  six 
years  from  January  1,  1877. 

2.  That  the  act  of  1869  is  repug- 
nant to  and  inconsistent  with  the 
act  of  1847,  not  only  as  to  the  gen- 
eral term  of  the  office,  but  also  to 
so  much  of  that  law  as  provides 
that  the  election,  when  a  vacancy 
has  occurred  other  than  by  the 
expiration  of  the  full  term,  shaU 
only  be  for  the  unexpired  term, 
and  consequently  repeals  that  of 
1847  in  both  these  particulars* 
and  while  not  rendering  the  elec- 
tion to  fill  the  office  unnecessary, 
it  changes  the  effect  thereof,  so 
as  to  confer  a  full  and  not  a 
brokoEi  term. 

8.  That  the  act  of  1868  and  the 
constitutional  enactment  {art  6, 
•00.  15),  which  was  adopted  in 
1869,  cdfectuaDy  and  clearly  pro- 
vide that  an  election  by  the  peo- 
ple to  the  office  of  surro^te,  can 
only  be  for  the  term  of  six  years; 
and  that  consequently  the  term  of 
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Mr.  C,  88  8urro«kte  of  the  city 
and  county  of  Kew  Toiii,  will 
not  expire  until  January  1,  1888, 
and  that  the  secretary  of  state 
was  right  in  omitting  to  give 
notice  of  any  election  to  fill  that 
office  at  the  coming  Kovembcr 
election. 

4.  That  the  constitutional  pro- 
yisions,  as  amended  in  1899,  apply 
to  the  8urro|B^te  of  the  city  and 
county  of  l^wYork.  (The  Peo- 
ple ex  reL  Roeehrane  agt.  Cafrr^ 
ante,  5.) 

0.  A  vacancy  occurring  in  the  office 
of  surrofi^ate  of  the  county  of 
New  YorS  by  the  death  of  one  V. 
8.,  who  had  been  elected  at  the 
general   election    in    November, 

1875,  and  whose  term  of  office 
would  have  expired  January, 
1883,  but  who  died  in  April,  1876, 
and  on  the  twelfth  of  the  same 
month  C.  was  appointed  to  fill  the 
vacancy  by  the  board  of  aldermen 
of  New  York,  acting  as  super- 
visors. At  the  general  election 
held  in  November  following,  C. 
was  elected  surrogate  by  the 
electors  of  the  city  and  county  of 
New  York  i 

Held^X.  That  the  election  of 
C.  to  the  office  of  surrogate  at  the 
general    election   in   November, 

1876,  only  entitles  him  to  hold  the 
office  for  the  unexpired  term  of 
y.  8.,  which  will  terminate  with 
the  year  1881. 

2.  That  the  act  of  1869  simply 
enlarged  the  term  of  office  to  six 
years,  leaving  in  full  force  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  1847, 
for  filling  vacancies  caused  by 
death,  resignation  or  otherwise. 

8.  That  the  constitutional  pro- 
visions as  amended  in  1869  do  not 
apply  to  the  surrogate  of  the  city 
and  county  of  New  York. 

4.  That  Mr.  C,  under  the  exist- 
ing provisions  of  the  constitution 
and  the  statutes  relating  to  the 
office  of  surrogate,  is  only  en- 
titled to  hold  said  office  for  the 
unexpired  term  of  V.  8.,  which 
will  terminate  with  the  year  1881 
iB&oernng  8.    C,  ante,  5).    (The 
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People  ex  rel,  EoeekraTu  agt.  Oarr, 
ante,  19.) 

8.  The  act  of  1869  {Laws  of  1869, 
chxjup.  282),  which  provides  that 
"  the  term  of  office  of  the  persons 
who  shall  hereafter  be  elected  to 
the  office  of  recorder,  city  judge  ^ 
and  surrogate,  respectively,  in  the  * 
city  and  county  of  New  York, 
shall  be  six  years,"  doee  not  re- 
peal the  thira  section  of  the  act 
of  1847  (Lawe  of  1847,  chap.  488), 
which  provides  that  "in  case  a 
vacancy  shall  occur  in  either  of 
said  offices  "  (recorder  or  surrogate 
of  the  city  and  county  of  New 
York)  "by  death,  resignation  or 
otherwise,  the  board  of  super- 
visors of  said  city  and  county  are 
authorized  to  fill  such  vacancy 
until  the  general  election  next  en- 
suing the  happening  of  such 
vacancy,  when  an  election  shall 
be  had  to  fill  the  unexpired  term 
of  the  officer  whose  term  had  so 
become  vacant."  ij'he  People  ex 
ret.  Basekrane  agt  Carr,  ante,  61.) 

4.  The  provisions  of  section  15  of 
article  6  of  the  constitution,  as 
amended  in  1869  with  reference 
to  county  judges  and  surrogates 
in  counties  having  a  population 
of  over  40,000,  do  not  refer  or 
apply  to  the  city  and  county  of 
New  York.  This  provision  ap- 
plies only  to  the  counties  (other 
than  the  city  and  county  of  New 
York)  wherein  there  are  courts 
known  as  the  county  court,  and 
judges  Imown  as  the  county  judsre, 
and  the  office  of  surrogate  of  tne 
city  and  county  of  New  York  is 
not  held  under  section  15  of  arti- 
cle 6,  but  is  a  local  office  estab- 
lished especially  for  that  city, 
under  pre-existing  laws,  and  recog- 
nized and  continued  by  section  12 
of  article  14  of  the  constitution, 
and  the  term  of  that  office  is  left 
wholly  under  the  control  of  the 
legislature.     (Id.) 

5.  Where  C,  the  present  incumbent 
of  the  office  of  surrogate  of  the 
city  and  county  of  New  York,  was 
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appointed  on  the  19th  day  of 
April,  1876,  bjthe  board  of  alder- 
men of  New  York,  acting  as 
supervisors  to  fill  a  vacancy  occa- 
sioned by  the  death  of  V.  8., 
whose  term  of  office,  had  he  lived, 
would  have  expired  January  1, 
1882,  and  at  the  general  election 
held  in  November  following  the 
said  C.  was  elected  surrogate  by 
the  electors  of  the  city  and  county 
of  New  York: 

Hdd,  that  such  election  only 
entitled  C.  to  hold  the  office  for 
the  unexpired  term  of  V.  8.,  de- 
ceased, and  not  for  the  full  term 
of  six  years,  and  consequently  his 
term  of  office  would  expire  De- 
cember 81,  1881  (Afflrming  8.  C, 
ante,  10).     (Id.) 


TENANTS  IN  COMMON. 

1.  One  tenant'in  common  of  personal 
property  may  maintain  trover 
a^inst  his  cotenant  for  his  undi- 
vided one-half  of  such  property. 
{Potter  agt.  Neal,  arUe,  158.) 

8.  Where  the  fact  showed  that  the 
plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  an  un- 
divided one-half  of  certain  cattle, 
and  that  it  was  agreed  as  a  part 
of  the  contract  between  the  par- 
ties, that  before  the  defendant 
moved  away  from  the  plain tifTs 
farm  the  cattle  should  be  divided 
between  them,  and  thejfr  should 
not  be  removed  until  divided,  and 
that  afterwards,  when  the  defend- 
ant's contract  was  ended  and  his 
term  closed  for  occupving  the 
farm,  against  the  demanos  and  re- 
quests of  the  plaintiff  to  divide 
the  stock  and  distribute  it  in  ac- 
cordance with  their  agreement, 
the  defendant  drove  the  stock 
away  to  another  farm  whereto  he 
removed,  and  after  repeated  re- 
quests bv  the  plaintiff  to  divide 
the  stock  or  to  account  to  the 
plaintiff,  or  pay  him  for  his  share, 
the  defendant  refused  and  denied 
all  the  plaintiff's  right,  interest 
or  share  in  the  stock,  and  denied 


that  the  pliuntiff  had  any  title 
to  the  stock  to  which  he  was  en- 
titled to  a  division,  and  locked  up 
the  stock  in  his  bam  and  con- 
verted it  to  his  sole  use,  benefit 
and  purposes,  in  denial  of  all  the 
rights  title  and  interest  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  the  defendant 
intended  thereby  to  prevent  the 
plaintiff  from  having  any  right, 
title,  interest  or  share  in  the  cattle : 
BM,  that  a  case  is  made  of  such 
a  conversion  of  the  plaintiff's 
interest  in  the  stock,  such  a  de- 
struction or  loss  of  his  rights  and 
interests  as  would  entitle  the  plain- 
tiff to  recover  of  the  defendant  in 
this  action.    (Id.) 


TITLE. 

See  JxnyQMXKT. 

Weiderntm  et  tU.  agt  J^aumann 
etal.,  ante,  869. 


TOWN  BONDa 

1.  8ome  years  ago  the  town  of  Or- 
leans, Jefferson  county,  issued 
bonds  to  the  amount  of  $80,000 
in  aid  of  the  Clayton  and  The- 
resa railroad;  $70,000  of  these 
bonds  were  sold  to  Nathan  E. 
Piatt,  of  Chicago.  Since  1874  the 
town  has  contested  payment  of 
the  bonds  in  the  United  States 
courts,  the  case  at  one  time  bf  ing 
carried  into  the  United  States  su- 

Ereme  court.  The  bonds  were 
eld  ^ood,  and  in  accordance  with 
this  decision  the  board  of  super- 
visors of  Jefferson  county  two 
years  ago  levied  on  the  town 
$10,000,  and  last  year  $18,000. 
Five  judgments,  amounting  to  be- 
tween $17,000  and  $18,000,  were 
to  be  provided  for  by  the  board 
this  year,  when  the  plaintiff  Lee, 
a  taxpayer  in  the  town  of  Orleans, 
brought  suit  against  the  board, 
and  a  temporary  injunction  was 
granted  restraining  the  board  from 
levying  the  tax  or  from  adjourn 
ing  until  the  case  was  decided. 
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Nathan  E.  Piatt,  upon  affidavits 
and  upon  a  copy  of  the  record  of 
the  United  States  supreme  court 

iudgments,  wherein  Nathan  E. 
'latt  was  plaintiff  and  the  town 
of  Orleans,  Jefferson  county,  de- 
fendant ex  parte,  applied  to  have 
the  injunction  order  dissolved, 
which  application  resulted  in  the 
order  to  show  cause,  which,  in 
effect,  asks  that  Piatt  be  niade 
a  party  defendant  herein  instan- 
ter,  and  that  the  plaintiff  herein 
be  required  to  amend  the  sum- 
mons and  complaint  by  inserting 
the  name  of  said  Piatt  as  an  addi- 
tional party  defendant,  and  to 
make  such  amendments  to  the 
pleadings  as  shall  be  necessary  to 
effect  such  purpose,  and  why  the 
inlunction  should  not  be  dis- 
lolved^  or  that  Piatt  have  such 
order  or  relief  in  the  premises  as 
may  be  proper ; 

MM,  ftnt.  That  as  the  defend- 
ant, the  hosjrd  of  supervisors,  is  a 
nominal  part^,  having  no  pecuni- 
ary interest  in  the  question  for 
the  determination  of  which  this 
action  was  brought,  and  a  determ- 
ination of  the  questions  raised 
by  the  plaintiff  in  his  favor  would 
be  prejudicial  to  the  riehts  and 
interests  of  Nathan  E.  Piatt,  it 
would,  in  effect,  stay  and  defeat 
the  collection  of  tbe  several  judg- 
ments recovered  by  him  against 
the  town  of  Orleans  in  the  United 
States  courts,  and  he  is  therefore 
a  necessary  and  proper  party,  and 
lEdiould  be  brought  as  such  before 
the  court  before  the  trial  and  de 
termination  of  the  question  raised 
by  the  complaint  and  papers  pre- 
sented. 

Hold,  »eeo7id.  That  all  the  ques- 
tions in  the  case  having  been  de- 
cided by  the  United  States  circuit 
court  and  the  United  States  su- 
preme court,  when  tbe  entire  town 
of  Orleans  was  a  party  to  the  suit, 
Lee,  a  single  tax-payer,  cannot 
maintain  an  action. 

Hdd,  third.  That  the  Judgments 
of  the  United  States  court  conclu- 
sively establish  an  indebtedness 
on  Uie  part  of  the  town  of  Orleans 


to  Piatt,  the  holder  of  the  bonds 
and  coupons,  and  as  against  the 
town  he  is  entitled  to  issue  an 
execution  and  satisfy  the  judg- 
ments out  of  any  property  belong- 
ing to  the  defendant  in  those 
actions,  and  as  against  the  town 
he  is  entitled  to  avail  himfeU  of 
the  statutory  provisions  enacted 
for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the 
collection  of  judgments  rendered 
against  the  town. 

HM,  f<mrih.  The  Revised  Stat- 
utes (dm.  1,  page  558,  m0.  8)  de- 
clares in  terms,  "judgments  re- 
covered against  a  town  shall  be  a 
town  charge."  The  judgments 
recovered  by  Piatt,  by  virtue  of 
that  provision  of  the  statute,  are 
declared  to  be  a  town  charge,  and 
bein^  a  town  charge,  they  fall 
within  the  provisions  constituting 
the  machinery  for  the  collection 
of  town  charges,  to  wit :  Assess- 
ment and  lev^  upon  the  taxable 
property  within  the  territory  of 
the  township. 

Held,J{fth.  That  the  statute  of 
1881,  known  as  an  act  for  the  pro- 
tection of  taxpayers  (Laws  0/1881^ 
chap.  531),  does  not  apply  to  the 
case  in  hand.  It  was  passed  to 
prevent  fraudulent  recoveries  of 
judgments  by  default  or  by  collu- 
sion, not  for  the  purpose  of  living 
every  taxpayer  within  the  limits 
of  the  town  the  right  to  litigate 
afresh  questions  fairly,  fully  and 
honestly  presented  by  way  of  de- 
fense and  solemnly  adjudicated 
adversely  to  the  town. 

Hdd,  sixth.  That  notwithstand- 
ing the  act  of  1881,  the  judgments 
recovered  by  Piatt,  the  creditor, 
against  the  town  of  Orleans  are 
conclusive  upon  the  town  of  Or- 
leans, and  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
board  of  supervisors  of  Jefferson 
county  to  apply  the  provisions  of 
the  law  relating  to  the  collection 
of  judgments,  and  to  place  upon 
the  schedule  of  the  town  a  sum 
sufficient  to  pay  and  liouidate  tbe 
judgments  so  recovered  by  Piatt, 
the  creditor.  (Lee  agt.  Board  of 
dupervUoTB  of  Jefferwn  county, 
ante,  201.) 
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TRADE  MARK. 

1.  Tlie  plaintiff,  who  first  af»plied 
the  word  "  Vienna"  to  baked  bread 
and  other  articles,  having  been  en- 
gaged in  the  manufacture  in  the 
city  of  New  York  of  an  article 
know  as  *' Vienna  bread,"  and 
which  he  has  for  many  years  past 
sold  with  a  label  thereon  contain- 
ing the  words  "Vienna  Model 
B&ery,"  can  maintain  an  action 
restraining  the  use  by  othei  parties 
of  a  label  in  imitation  of  his  own, 
and  in  particular  from  applying 
the  "  Vienna  "  to  baked  articles. 
(Fleitehmann  agt.  Behiuikmann, 
ante,  92.) 

Ae  AMBmmasxm. 

Matter  nf  Swme^^  ante,  216. 


TREBPASS. 

1.  In  a  case  of  public  necessity  to 
preyeut  the  spreading  of  a  fire  any 
mdividual  may  demolish  a  build- 
ing without  bein^  responsible  in 
trespass  or  otherwise.  (Struve  agt 
Droge,  ante,  233.) 

2.  If,  however,  such  public  neces- 
sity does  not  exist,  and  in  point 
of  fact  there  is  no  need  of  the 
destruction,  the  person  who  com- 
mits the  act  is  responsible  in 
damages.    {Id.) 

8.  But  see  The  People  agt  Shorter, 
(2  if.  r.,  198).    (Id,) 

4.  A  plaintiff  can  have  but  one  suit 

f  rowing  out  of  a  single  cause  of 
amages,  and  after  a  recovery  in 
an  action  for  an  injurious  act  no 
action  can  be  maintained  on  ac- 
count of  any  further  consequences 
occasioned  by  that  act.  Damages 
for  a  single  wrongful  act  can  be 
awarded  but  once,  and  In  one 
suit  only.  When  sued  for  such 
wrongful  act  the  plaintiff  may 
recover  his  damages  caused  there- 
by, both  past  and  prospective; 
that  is,  he  ti^es  his  equivalent  for 
the  entire  injury  in  damages.    He 


cannot  split  up  his  damages  and 
have  separate  and  independent 
recoveries.  (Law  agt  MeDonald, 
ante,  840.) 

6.  A  judgment  concludes  the  rights 
of  the  parties  in  respect  to  the 
cause  of  action  stated  in  the 
pleadings  upon  which  it  is  ren- 
dered, whether  the  suit  embraces 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  de- 
mand constituting  tne  cause  of 
action.  An  entire  claim  arising, 
either  upon  a  contract  or  from 
a  wrong,  cannot  be  divided  and 
made  the  subject  of  several  suits, 
and  if  several  suits  be  brought 
for  different  parts  of  such  claim, 
the  pendency  of  the  first  may  be 
pleaded  in  abatement  of  the  others, 
and  a  judgment  upon  the  merits 
in  either  will  be  available  as  a  bar 
in  the  other  suita    (LL) 

6.  Where  A.  had  recovered  against 
B.  in  his  former  actions  the  dam- 
ages to  which  he  was  entitled  for 
aU  unlawful  acts  committed  by 
him  against  A.*8  rights  prior  to 
October  16,  1875,  which  acts  were 
the  removal  of  and  injury  to  A.  's 

Sipe  leading  from  a  spring  to  his 
welling  and  out-houses,  and  the 
consequent  interruption  of  the 
flow  of  water  through  it  to  his 
premises;  and,  by  the  judgment 
in  the  first  action,  he  was 
awarded  a  perpetua]  injunction 
against  B.,  restraining  the  latter 
from  in  any  way  intenering  with 
such  pipe.  Prior  to  the  recovery 
in  the  former  actions,  and  in  1872, 
A.  attempted  to  replace  and  repair 
the  pipe  and  was  prevented  from 
so  doing  by  B.,  but  no  such  at- 
tempt was  thereafter  repeated  un- 
til in  the  spring  of  1877,  when 
no  opposition  was  offer^;  nor 
did  the  defendant  since  1872  at 
any  time  or  in  any  way  interfere 
with  the  plaintiff's  rights  as  they 
were  ultimately  established  by  the 
judgment  of  the  court  in  those 
suits.  The  second  action  was 
commenced  October  15,  1875.  In 
a  third  suit  brought  by  A.  a  judg- 
ment  was   awarded    against   B. 
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for  damages  which  occurred  be- 
tween October  16,  1875,  and  the 
l8t  day  of  May,  1877,  by  reason 
of  the  defendant's  wrongful  act 
in  removing  the  pipe  from  the 
spring  and  preventing  A.  from 
repairing  the  pipe: 

Held,  that  snch  recovery  could 
not  be  sustained.  These  causes 
of  damage,  and  each  of  them, 
were  especially  commented  on  in 
the  former  actions,  and  damages 
were  awarded  in  both  suits. 
Those  recoveries  must  be  pre- 
sumed to  embrace  all  damages  to 
which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
growing  out  of  those  wrongful 
acts,  past  and  prospective,  andthe 
present  recovery  is  barreid  by  the 
former.    (Id.) 


TRIAL. 

1.  Plaintiff's  sleigh  was  upset  bv 
striking  a  switch  in  defendant  s 
road.  In  an  action  to  recover 
damages,  after  the  court  had 
charged,  in  substance,  that  the 
switch  used  was  not  in  itself 
objectionable,  but  was  only  so  if 
found  b^  the  jury  to  have  been, 
'at  the  time,  too  high  to  be  com- 
patible with  defendant's  right  to 
a  reasonable  use  of  the  street  and 
to  have  been  an  obstruction,  was 
asked  by  defendant's  counsel  to 
'instruct  the  jury,  that  defendant 
was  not  chargeable  with  negli- 
ffence  in  putting  down  the  switch 
Ee  did,  that  the  switch  used  was 
not  an  obstruction  in  law,  properly 
laid.  The  court  replied  it  would 
leave  that  to  the  jui^: 

Held,  that  the  request  and 
answer  must  be  considered  in  view 
of  what  the  court  liad  already 
charged,  and  so  considered  was 
not  error.  (Wooley  agt  Orand 
St.  <ft6..  R  Co.,  83  K  T„  121.) 

8.  An  action  to  recover  a  deficiency 
arising  on  foreclosure  was  noticed 
and  moved  for  trial  at  special 
term.  Before  the  counsel  for 
plaintiff  opened  his  case,  defend- 
ant's counsel   "objected  to  the 


juriadictioik  of  the  court  and  de- 
manded a  jury  trial."  The  court 
reserved  its  decision,  and  the  par- 
ties proceeded  with  the  trial;  evi- 
dence was  given  on  both  sides  and 
the  case  submitted  to  the  court. 
It  did  not  appear,  by  the  case, 
ttiat  either  party  asked  the  court 
to  decide  the  question  so  reserved 
or  objected  to,  finishing  the  trial 
before  him : 

HM,  that  the  action  was  one  at 
law,  and  defendants  were  entitled 
to  a  jury  trial;  but  that  by  com% 
pleting  the  trial  without  insisting 
upon  a  ruling  as  to  their  right  to 
ajury,  they  waived  that  right 
(i3and agt.  K&nnedy,^N.  T.,  149.) 

8.  Also,  hM  that  an  exception,  filed 
after  the  decision  of  the  action,  to 
the  failure  of  the  court  to  decide 
the  question  was  not   avaUable. 

(ia.) 

4.  It  S0M7M,  that  defendants  should 
have  insisted  upon  a  ruling,  and 
if  the  court  ruled  adversely  to 
them,  or  if  it  declined  to  rule  at 
all,  or  reserved  its  decision,  should 
have  excepted;  or  as  soon  as  the 
nature  of  the  case  was  developed, 
should  have  insisted  upon  a  ruling 
and  taken  an  exception.    (Id.) 

5.  A  party  seeking  to  elicit  new 
matter  constituting  an  element  of 
his  case,  upon  cross-examination 
of  a  witness  produced  by  the  op- 
posite side,  has  not  the  right  to 
put  leading  questions;  as  to  such 
new  matter,  the  witness  becomes 
his  own.  {P^o^  esB  rel.  Phelps 
agt.  Oyer  and  TertMner,  SBN.  t., 
4k.) 

6.  The  ran^  and  extent  of  a  cross- 
examination  is,  as  a  general  rule, 
within  the  discretion  of  the  court, 
subject  to  the  limitation  that  it 
must  relate  to  matters  pertinent 
to  the  issue,  or  which  tend  to  dis- 
credit the  witness  or  impeach  his 
moral  character.    {Id,) 

7.  Where  this  limitation  has  been 
regarded,  this  court  cannot  inter- 
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fere,  save  where  there  has  been 
an  abuse  of  discretion.    (Id,) 

8.  In  putting  hypothetical  questions 
to  expert  witnesses,  counsel  may 
assume  the  facts  in  accordance 
with  his  theory  of  them;  it  is  not 
essential  that  he  state  the  facts  as 
they  exist.  (Oatolfi^  agt  Fsople, 
83  if.  T.,  465.) 

9.  In  an  action  for  negligcuice  against 
a  municipal   corporation   it   ap- 

<*  peared  that  the  injury  was  caused 
by  the  wheel  of  the  wagon  in 
which  plaintiff  was  riding  run- 
ning into  a  hole  in  a  street.  The 
court,  after  it  had  charged,  in  sub- 
stance, that  plaintiff  could  not 
recover  if  her  negligence  had  in 
any  manner  contributed  to  the 
injury,  and  that  she  was  respon- 
sible for  the  conduct  of  the  dnyer, 
her  son,  was  asked  by  defendant's 
counsel  to  charee  that  "if  the 
hole  was  one  which  miefat  have 
been  seen  by  the  plaintiff  or  her 
son,  and  readily  avoided  by  the 
ordinary  exercise  of  their  eyes, 
the  failure  to  avoid  it  constituted 
negligence."  The  court  replied 
that  this  was  substantially  correct, 
save  the  expression  "  might  have 
been  seen, "  as  to  which  he  charged, 
in  substance,  that  if,  in  the  use  of 
ordinary  care,  the  hole  ought  to 
have  been  discovered,  plaintiff 
could  not  recover.  At  the  close 
of  the  charge  of  the  court,  de- 
fendant's counsel  excepted  to  the 
court's  *'  statement  to  the  jury  of 
the  evidence,  or  the  supposed  evi- 
dence connected  with  the  acci- 
dent," on  the  ground  that  it  was 
"  stated  too  strongly  : " 

Held,  that  the  exception  was 
not  sufficient  to  bring  up  any 
question  for  review.  QHniek  agt 
CUy  of  Troy,  88  K  F.,  614.) 

10.  Where,  in  the  complaint  and 
upon  the  trial  of  an  action  to  re- 
cover possession  of  personal  prop- 
erty, the  plaintiff  claims  as  sole 
owner,  he  must  stand  or  fall  upon 
that  claim,  and  cannot,  if  his 
alleged  title  turns  out  to  be  in- 


valid as  against  the  true  owner, 
fall  back  upon  an  alleged  lien. 
The  claim  ox  title  is  a  waiver  of 
any  lien;  and,  in  any  event,  before 
the  lien  can  be  restored,  the  false 
claim  of  title  must  be  abandoned, 
the  true  owner  conceded  and  the 
claim  reduced  to  one  of  lien. 
{BudmmhgLauian,  88  N,  T.,  653.) 

11.  Although  the  plaintiff  in  an  ac- 
tion fails  to  make  out  his  cause  of 
action  on  trial,  the  defendant  is 
not,  in  all  cases,  entitled  to  have 
a  verdict  directed  which  will  be  a 
final  bar  to  plaintiff's  right  of 
action;  where  the  defense  set  up 
is  a  release  from  liability,  and  this 
is  not  made  out  so  conclusively  as 
to  entitle  defendant  to  have  a 
verdict  directed  in  his  favor 
thereon,  he  is  entitled  to  a  non- 
suit, not  to  a  verdict  {Brigyi 
agt  Waldron,  88  If.  T.,  682.) 

See  Costs. 

Waehbu/m  agt  Olioer,  anU,  483. 


TRUSTa 

1.  Where  the  plaintiff's  complaint 
alleged  that  the  defendants  jointly 
agr^sd  that  each  should  hold  in 
trust  for  plaintiff  twenty  shares  of 
stock  of  a  corporation,  until  the 
dividends  which  mieht  be  realized 
on  the  forty  shares  should  amount 
to  the  price  of  the  shares  of  the 
stock,  and  that  one  of  the  defend- 
ants sold  the  twenty  shares  held 
by  him,  in  trust,  to  his  code- 
fend  ant: 

Held  (overruling  demurrer  to 
the  complaint),  that  though  not 
enough  is  shown  to  call  upon 
defendant  for  a  specific  account, 
the  action  is  proper  to  the  extent 
of  obtaining  a  judicial  determi- 
nation as  to  the  existence  of  a 
trust  with  respect  to  the  twenty 
shares  which  one  defendant  sold 
to  the  other,  as  with  knowledge 
of  the  trust  such  defendant  could 
not  purchase  to  his  own  use  these 
shares.  (Ifagattran  agt  Tiffany, 
ante,  251.) 


NBW  YORK  PRACnCB  KBPORTS. 


628 


Digest. 


TRUSTER 

1.  Where,  in  a  will,  the  testator  di- 
rects his  estate  to  be  divided  into 
a  certain  number  of  shares,  and 
that  one  of  said  shares  shall  be  held 
in  trust  to  keep  the  same  invested 
and  to  receive  the  rents,  income 
and  profits  thereof,  and  pay  the 
same  over  to  the  beneficiaiy  named 
as  they  accrue  and  are  collected, 
and  the  property  devised  by  the 
testator  is  not  invested  in  securi- 
ties recognized  by  the  rules  of  law 
applicable  to  investments  by  trus- 
tees, the  trustee  must  sell  and  re- 
invest in  accordance  with  such 
rule.  (Ooodmn  agt.  Howe,  arits^ 
134.) 

SeeWiLh, 

Eaneox  agt  Meeker,  ante,  886. 


UNDERTAKING. 

1.  The  defendant  having  been  or- 
dered to  be  relieved  from  a  default 
to  file  an  undertaking  conditioned 
to  pay  any  judgment  that  mi^ht 
be  recovered,  with  two  sureties 
justified : 

Held,  that  he  complied  with  the 
order  by  filing  an  undertaking 
justified  before  the  county  judge 
of  Jefterson  county,  the  count^  of 
their  and  the  defendant's  resi- 
dence. (Stem  et  al.  agt  Staplee, 
ante,  880.) 


2.  Every  justification  made  before 
the  county  judee  of  the  parties' 
residence  is  good.    {Id.) 

See  Attachmbkt. 

Baere  agt  Armstrong  et  al, ,  ante, 
615. 

See  Appeal. 

Struve  agt  Droge,  ante,  258. 

See  SnpuiiATioN. 

Schuyler  agt.  Englert  et  al.,  ante, 
479. 

8.  The  plaintiff  having  recovered  a 
judgment  by  default  for  $150  and 


costs  in  a  justices'  court  ^inst 
one  Ross,  the  latter  appealed  to 
the  county  court,  stating  in  his 
notice  of  appeal  that  He  would 
move  for  a  new  trial  before  the 
same  justice,  upon  affidavits  show- 
ing that  manifest  injustice  had 
been  done  and  excusing  his  de- 
fault. In  order  to  stay  the  issue 
of  an  execution  upon  the  judg- 
ment he  procured  the  defendant 
to  give  an  undertaking  'condi- 
tioned "that  if  judgment  be  ren- 
dered against  the  appellant  on  said 
appeal,  and  execution  be  returned 
unsatisfied  in  whole  or  in  part," 
he  would  pay  the  amount  unsatis- 
fied. 

Upon  a  new  trial' ordered  by  the 
county  court  the  plaintiff  again 
recovered  a  judgment  for  $148 
and  costs,  which  was,  upon  an 
appeal  taken  by  Ross,  afi^med  by 
the  county  court. 

This  action  was  brought  upon 
the  undertaking,  by  the  plaintiff, 
after  an  execution  issued  upon 
the  judgment  had  been  returned 
unsatisfied,  and  after  ten  days' 
notice  had  been  given  to  Ross: 

Held,  that  the  defendant's  liabil- 
ity was  not  terminated  by  the 
granting  of  the  new  trial,  but  that 
the  condition  of  the  undertaking 
referred  to  the  final  determination 
of  the  appeal  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  recover. 
{Lotery  agt  Tete,  25  Hun,  257.) 

4  Upon  an  appeal  from  a  judg- 
ment against  defendant  W.,  m  an 
action  for  the  recovery  of  posses- 
sion of  real  property,  he  gave  an 
undertaking  to  stay  proceedings, 
in  the  form  prescribed  by  tne 
Code  of  Proceaure  (sec.  888),  con- 
taining, among  other  thines,  this 
provision,  that  ''during  the  pos- 
session of  such  property  by  the 
appellant  he  will  not  commit,  or 
suffer  to  be  committed,  any  waste 
thereon."  The  judgment  appealed 
from  was  aflSrmed  by  the  general 
term.  W.  appealed  to  this  court, 
giving  the  requisite  undertaking 
with  new  sureties.  Wljile  this 
appeal   was   pending,   W.,    who 
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remained  in  poflsession,  commit- 
ted waste,  in  an  action  on  the 
undertaking,  given  on  appeal  to 
tlie  general  term  : 

iMd,  that  the  surety  was  liable 
for  the  waste  so  committed;  that 
his  liability  was  not  limited  to 
waste  committed  pending  the  ap- 
peal to  the  supreme  court  {Chufih 
agt.  ainrnoM,  88  if.  T.,  261.) 

5.  R  9eem»  that  if  after  Judgment 
of  affirmance  the  defendant  had 
continued  in  possession  by  per- 
mission of  the  phiiiftiff,  under  an 
agreement  constituting  the  rela- 
tion of  landlord  and  tenant,  the 
obligation  of  the  surety  woul^  not 
extend  to  subsequent  acts  of  the 
tenant    {Id.) 

6.  It  ieemi  also  that  after  such  judg- 
ment the  surety  would  have  been 
entitled  to  call  upon  the  plaintiff 
to  execute  the  iud|cment  and  re- 
lieve him  from  fiabilitv;  and  un- 
reasonable delay  in  ^proceeding 
after  such  notice  would  discharge 
the  sureties  from  liability  as  to 
subsequent  acts.    (Id,) 

7.  It  MMM  also  that  the  sureties  in  the 
first  undertaking  would  be  entitled 
to  resort  for  their  indemnity  to  the 
undertiJdng  on  the  second  appeal. 
(Id.) 


UNLAWFUL  ACTS. 

SmTbxspabs. 

LatD  agt.  MeDandfdt  ante,  840. 


USES  AND  TRUSTS. 

/Sm  AVSWISB. 

iVrry  agt  FM&r,  ante,  228. 


VENUE. 

1.  As  an  action  under  the  manufac- 
turing act  {aeo.  15,  chap  40,  Laws  of 
1848),  against  an  officer  of  a  cor- 


poration organized  under  it,  to  re- 
cover a  debt  of  a  corporation,  on 
the  ground  that  such  officer  has 
signeid  a  false  report,  is  a  penal 
action,  it  is  local  (Uode  of  OivU  Pro- 
cedure, eec.  988)  and  must  be  tried 
in  the  county  where  the  cause  of 
action  or  some  part  thereof  arose. 
(Veeder  agt  Baker,  83  N,  Y.,  156.) 

2.  As  the  cause  of  action  is  solely 
the  false  report,  it  arises  in  the 
county  where  said  report  was 
made  and  filed,  and  the  venue 
should  be  laid  in  that  county, 
although  the  debt  against  the  com- 
pany may  have  originated  in 
another.    (Id.) 


VOLUNTARY   ASSOCIATIONS. 

1.  An  action  ma^  be  maintained 
against  the  president  of  a  volun- 
tary joint  association  by  an  ex- 
peUed  member  thereof,  to  com|[Ml 
his  restoration  to  membership. 
(Frito  agt.  Ifuek,  ante,  69.) 

2.  The  object  is  to  place  himself  in 
a  position  where  he  can  reach  the 
Joint  property;  and  in  this  view 
the  action  is  m  regard  to  the  Joint 
property  and  rij^hts  of  the  associ- 
ation, and  is  within  the  purpose 
designed  to  be  accomplished  by 
the  acts  of  1849  and  1851,  and 
that  was,  that  where  an  associ- 
ation of  the  character  there  speci- 
fied was  liable  to  be  sued  it  should 
not  be  necessary  to  make  all  the 
members  parties.    (Id.) 

8.  The  propriety  of  the  expulsion 
may  be  reviewed  in  such  suit.  (Id.) 

4.  Although  the  rules  of  the  associ- 
ation did  not  provide  that  notice 
should  be  given,  they  were  in  this 
respect  unreasonable  and  the 
member  to  be  expelled  should 
have  notice  and  an  opportunity 
should  be  given  to  him  to  be 
heard.    (Id.) 
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0.  The  right  to  recover  certain 
weekly  payments  which  were  sus- 
pended by  the  ezpuldion  will  not 
be  passed  npon  by  the  court.  {Id.) 


WILL. 

1  Where,  in  a  will,  the  testator  di- 
rects his  estate  to  be  divided  into 
a  certain  number  of  shares,  and 
that  one  of  said  shares  shall  be 
held  in  trust  to  keep  the  same  in- 
vested and  to  reoeive  the  rents, 
income  and  profits  Uiereof,  and 
pay  the  same  over  to  the  benefi- 
ciary named  as  they  accrue  and 
are  collected,  and  the  property 
devised  by  the  testator  is  not  in- 
vested in  securities  recognized  by 
the  rules  of  law  applicable  to  in- 
vestments by  trustees,  the  trustee 
must  sell  and  reinvest  in  accord- 
ance with  such  rule.  (Qood/win 
agt  Haroe,  cmte,  184.) 

2.  The  plaintiff,  as  vendor,  sues  for 
the  specific  performance  of  a  con- 
tract by  defendant  for  the  pur- 
chase of  real  estate  sold  by  plain- 
tiff, as  executor  of  the  two  estates 
of  Eliza  and  Maria,  daughters  of 
Henry  Mott.  By  Henry  Mott's 
wiU,  his  estate,  real  and  personal, 
'  was  vested  in  trustees.  In  distinct 
clauses,  he  directed  them  to 
"  stand  seized  and  possessed  of 
one-third  part  thereof,"  upon  trust 
for  the  use  of  each  of  three 
daughters,  "during  her  natural 
life, '  and  if  she  "  shall  be  single 
and  unmarried  at  her  death," 
Uien  "upon  such  trust,  and  for 
such  purposes  as  she  shall  or  may 
appoint  by  her  last  will."  The 
daughters  died  without  issue,  and 
each  were  single  at  her  death. 
Maria,  the  last  survivor,  was  a 
widow,  and  neither  of  the  others 
had  ever  married.  Eliza  and 
Maria  each  left  a  will  giving  a 
power  of  sale  to  her  executors: 

Heid^  that  plalntifl,  as  surviv- 
ing executor  of  Eliza  and  Maria, 
respectively,  had  authority  to  sell 
this  real  estate,  and  by  his  deed  as 
exeeutor  to  convey  a  good  title  to 
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the  purchaser.     {Ond&rdonk  agt. 
Aehntnan,  ante,  818.) 

8.  The  testator,  by  a  clause  of  his 
wiU,  directs  his  executors,  after 
payLiff  certain  debts  and  charges, 
to  divide  the  residue  of  his  estate 
into  eight  equal  shares,  and  invest 
the  same  separately,  each  of  eight 
children  to  have  the  income  of  one 
share  for  life,  the  principal  sum, 
upon  the  death  of  each  child,  to 
go  to  his  or  her  issue;  and  in  the 
closing  part  of  the  clause  the 
executors  are  authorized  to  lease 
the  real  estate,  and  after  the  death 
of  his  wife  to  sell  and  convey  the 
same  for  such  prices  and  upon 
such  terms  as  they  miffht  deem 
best  for  the  interests  of  nis  Coiate. 
In  an  action  by  one  of  the  child- 
ren, after  the  death  of  the  widow, 
against  the  sole  surviving  execu- 
tor, to  compel  him  to  make  the 
di^^sion  or  sale  and  investment 
provided  for  in  the  will: 

HM  (overruling  demurrer  to 
complaint),  that  the  selection  of  a 
proper  time  for  the  execution  of 
the  trust  is  not  within  the  discre- 
tion of  the  executor;  that  the  trust 
to  divide,  invest  and  sell  consti- 
tute an  equitable  conversion  of  the 
realty  into  personalty  from  the 
death  of  the  widow  ;  and  the  trus- 
tee should  at  that  time,  in  the 
execution  of  the  trust,  ^t  the  best 
prices  in  the  disposition  of  the 
realty,  and  that  will  meet  the  exi- 

Stnciesof  the  will.    (Bdneoxt^ 
eeker,  ante,  887.) 


WITNESS. 

1.  The  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  was 
intended  to  apply  only  to  civil 
actions  and  proceedings,  except 
where  otherwise  provided ;  and 
section  883,  declaring  *'a  person 
who  has  been  convicted  of  crime 
or  misdemeanor  "  to  be,  notwith- 
standing, a  competent  witness, 
before  the  amendment  of  1879 
making  such  convict  "a  com- 
petent witness  in  a  dvil  or  crim- 
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inal  action  or  apecial  proceed- 
ings/' did  not  remove  the  statu- 
toiy  disqualiflcation  as  a  witness 
of  a  person  convicted  and  sen- 
tenced for  a  felony.  {Bsrrff  agt 
2^  People,  awU,  1&.) 

2.  Though  the  record  is  the  best 
evidence  of  a  conviction,  yet 
although  no  foundation  lias  been 
laid  for  secondaiy  evidence,   if 


without  objection  from  either 
witness  or  party  the  fact  of  such 
conviction  is  proved  by  parol,  and 
is  not  disputed,  it  cannot  be  dis- 
regarded.   (Id.) 

8.  An  executor  of  a  will  is  a  com- 
petent witness  to  prove  its  due 
execution,  although  not  a  sub- 
scribing   witness.      (Bugg   agt. 
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Judge  to  whom  appUcatioa  to 
vacate  is  made  need  not  be 
the  one  who  granted  the  at- 
tachment   864 

Section  788 — irregularities  as  to 
teste  and  return  of  an  ezeca- 
tion  ina^  be  amended  under 
thissection 455 

Section  788 — order  of  county 
court  granting  a  motion  to 
amend  answer  under  this  sec- 
tion affects  a  "substantial 
right,"  and  is  appealable  . .  • .  185 

Sections  784,  788 —  a  juc^ent 
entered  without  service  of 
process  is  not  within  the  reme- 
dial scope  of  these  sections^ .  460 

Section  765 — where  mortga^r 
conveys  mortgaged  premises 
after  m  p&ndeiu  filed,  and  dies 
during  pendency  of  action, 
not  necessary  to  revive  against 
grantee 807 

Section  760 — application  for  an 
order  removing  cause  from 
state  to  TTnited  States  court  is 
not  within  the  terms  of  the  re- 
straint created  by  this  section, 
and  may  be  made  elsewhere 
Uian  in  the  judicial  district  in 
which  the  action  is  triable. . .  887 

Sections  701-708 — when  order 
giving  preference  is  necessary 


ISTEW  YORK  PRAOTICB  REPORTS. 


ttl 


Index. 


pias. 
and  when  should  be  obtained 
and  served 489 

Sections  791-708 — when  and 
how  ri^t  to  preferenoe 
waived 495 

Section  808 — when  a  case  is 
made  out  for  a  discoverj  un- 
der this  section 114 


Section  889  ~  where  the  testi- 
monj  of  a  deceased  defend- 
ant who  died  after  trial  is  read 
on  new  trial,  the  evidence  of 
another  defendant  may  be 
^ven  as  to  the  same  transac- 
tion  


126 


Section  889— conviction  for 
crime  not  to  exclude  witness — 
how  conviction  proved — stat- 
utory disqualification  where 
person  has  been  convicted  of 
a  felony,  not  removed 

Bection  997  «-*  this  section  per- 
mits a  party  to  have  a  cas*) 
and  exceptions  settled  under 
the  direction  of  Uie  court  in 
«3ase  of  the  disabilitv  as  well 
t8  the  death  of  a  Juc(ge 

Bection  999— order  granting, 
nii^  be  reviewed  l^  the  same 
jidffe  and  vacatea  and  new 
triu  denied 

Sectiois  969-1544-1018— when 
usufi  order  of  reference,  as 
upondefault,  is  proper,  where 
answir  has  been  put  in,  in 
partitbn  suit 

Sections  iDOO-1005  —  final  Judg- 
ment n>t  stayed  by  motion 
for  a  lew  trial — a  formal 
order  mist  be  entered 

Bection  126(  —practice  as  to  dis- 
charge of  %  Judgment  against 
a  bankrupt 

Section  1671^  under  this  sec- 
tion, a  granee  of  mortgaged 
premises,  sibsequent  to  the 


148 


474 


855 


102 


29 


506 


PAflS. 

filing  of  the  Hi  pmden$,  is 
bound  by  all  the  proceedings 
in  the  action  to  the  same  ex- 
tent as  If  he  were  a  party,  and 
a  decree  cuts  off  his  equity  of 
redemption 897 

Bection  1780  — in  what  cases  a 
non-resident  plaintiff  may  sue 
a  foreign  corporation. 496 


Section  1919— under  this  sec- 
tion an  action  may  be  main- 
tained by  a  member  of  a 
benevolent  society  against  the 
treasurer  of  such  society,  to 
recover  from  the  funds  of  the 
same  certain  moneys  alleged 
to  be  due  him  by  reason  of 
sickness 


466 


Sections  2886, 2890,  8046— when 
and  how  appeals  from  Jus- 
tice's Judgment  taken — how 
notice  of  appeal  from  Justice's 
court  to  county  court  to  be 
signed 


261 


Section  8047 — to  perfect  an  ap- 
peal from  a  district  court 
Judgment  the  payment  of  the 
costs  of  the  action  only  is  re- 
quired by  this  section 258 

Sections  8228,  8288,  8847— costs 
on  appeal  from  justice's  Judg- 
ment to  general  term — what 
costs  apply  only  to  courts  of 
record 804 

Section  8050  — by  this  section, 
on  appeal  from  a  district  court 
Judgment,  no  undertaking  is 
required  unless  a  stay  of  exe- 
cution is  desired 258 

Section  8251 — when  trial  does 
not  occupy  more  than  two 
days  within  the  meaning  of 
subdivision  3  of  this  section, 
allowing  ten  dollars  extra 
costs  when  the  trial  necessarily 
occupies  more  than  two  days,  483 

Sections  8228, 8229,  8245, 8248— 
costs  in  actions  against  mu- 
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nicipal   oorpoTfttioii8 — effect 
of  non-presentation  of  claim,  846 

Section  8240~coet8  and  dia- 
bunementa  allowed  under  this 
section  and  assignment  act . .    40 

Sections  8346,  8871  — a  party 
who  impu^s  the  acts  of 
sworn  officials  and  brings  ac- 
tions in  their  names,  founded 
upon  an  allegation  of  their 
neglect  of  official  duty,  may 
be  required  to  give  security 
for  costs. 118 

Section  8863 — extra  allowance 
to  be  allowed  both  upon  the 
amount  of  the  recoTery  and 
the  amount  of  the  counter- 
claim.  180 


CODE    OF    CRIMINAL 
PROCEDURE. 

Sections  844, 846,  847, 068, 968— 
when,  how,  and  under  what 
circumstances  an  indictment 
may  be  remoyed  from  the 
the  court  of  sessions  to  the 
oyer  and  terminer 416 

Sections  893-908— chapter  188 
of  Laws  of  1 847,  proYidimi:  for 
commitment  ox  disorderly 
persons  to  Albany  peniten- 
tiuy  instead  of  county  Jail, 
is  not  repealed  by  the  provi- 
rions  of  tiiese  sections. .  863,  446 


CHAROE  TO  JURY. 

When  the  charge  as  made  is  cor- 
rect, counsel  no  right  to  make 
further  requests 486 


COMMIBSION& 

What  must  be  shown  to  sustain 
actions  against  broker >for. . .  388 


COMPLAINT. 

When  not  multifarious 489 

When  an  allegation  in  the  com- 
plaint that  umds  escheated  Is 
an  unauthorized  conclusion..  800 

CONFLICT  IN  LAW. 

The  law  and  usase  of  a  foreign 
country  beinji^  m  conflict  with 
the  law  of  this  state,  when  the 
latter^must  preyail 106 

CONTRACT. 


»» 


Law  of  place — words  "  &  Co. .' 
when  used  by  a  iierson  who 
has  no  partners 187 

Deposits  in  sayinn  banks  to 
credit  of  K.  or  fT — cannot  be 
paid  to  l^gal  representatirea 
of  either  i^urty 4j68 


CORPORATION. 

Failure  of  proof  as  to  plaintiff 
being — time  to  make  objec- 
tion to m 


Liability  of    a  trustee  under 
chapter  40,  Laws  of  1848— 
what  three  things  must  con 
cur  to  charge  a  trustee  • . . .  ^ 


COSTS. 

And  disbursements  allowed  un- 
der assiffnment  act  and  .)ode 
of  Ciyu  Procedure,  wction 
8340 40 

Of  term,  not  to  be  awarded  to 
plaintiff  against  defindant, 
when  defendant  has  noticed 
case  for  trial,  but  loes  not 
move  it  when  reach«ft 97 

On  appeal  from  lusU^es'  Judjo^- 
ment  to  general  tem  are  dia- 
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cretionary —  cannot  be  taxed 
unless  awarded — what  costs 
apply  only  to  courts  of  record,  804 

In  actions  against  municipal 
corporations — effect  of  non- 
presentation  of  claim 846 

Right  of  attorney  for  a  defend- 
ant to  imprison  a  plaintiff  to 
collect 894 

Judgment  reversed  on  appeid 
"  with  costs  to  the  defenaant 
to  abide  event  —  while  issues 
were  pending  to  be  retried, 
leave  was  granted  to  defend- 
ant to  amend  answer  upon 
payment  of  the  costs  of  the 
action  to  the  present  time,  not 
including  allowances  "—effect 
of  last  oraer  —  construction  to 
be  given  to  it 476 

When  the  ten  in  addition  to 
thirty  dollars  for  trial  for  an 
issue  of  fact,  on  ground  of 
trial  lasting  more  than  two 
days  should  not  be  allowed. .  482 

Allowed  to  plaintiff  where  de- 
fendant had  noticed  cause  for 
trial  but  failed  to  try  same, 
defendant  attending  pursuant 
to  such  notice,  he  not  having 
noticed  it  himself 496 


COUNSEL. 

Employed  by  attorney  to  argue 
demurrer — scope  of  his  au- 
thority  867 


COUNTY  COURTa 

Jurisdiction  of,  as  affected  by 
chapter  480,  Laws  of  1880. . .    66 


CRIMINAL  LAW. 

Power  of  the  recorder  of  the 
city  of  Cohoes  as  to  punish- 
ment of  the  offense  of  assault 
and  battery 84 

Vol.  LXII        80 


Extent  of  the  power  of  the  re- 
corder of  Cohoes  to  punish 
disorderly  persons. 61 

Indictment  for  an  assault  with 
intent  to  do  bodily  harm  with 
a  sharp,  dangerous  weapon — 
Laws  of  18&4,  chapter  74  — 
what  conviction  may  be  had 
—  what  is  a  sharp,  oan^erous 
weapon,  within  meanmg  of 
statute  is  a  question  of  fact  — 
intoxication  no  defense  to 
crime 187 

From  what  time  a  sentence  to 
imprisonment  takes  effect . . .  326 

Term  of  imprisonment — from 
what  time  sentence  begins  to 
run. 412 

When,  how,  and  under  what 
circumstances  an  indictment 
may  be  removed  from  the 
court  of  sessions  to  the  court 
of  oyer  and  terminer — what 
is  good  cause 416 

Defense  of  insanity  is  an  affirm- 
ative defense  —  drunkenness 
does  not  constitute  insanity — 
persons  in  a  state  of  deUnum 
tremens,  when  relieved  from 

responsibility 486 

• 

Confinement  of  disorderly  per- 
sons and  vagrants  in  Albany 
penitentiary  proper  and  law- 
ful   445 


D. 
DAMAGES. 

For  trespass  in  case  of  suppoA- 
able  fire — rule  of 


DEED. 

When  its  execution  by  a  wife, 
through  the  misrepresenta- 
tions of  her  husband,  ia  void 


eu 
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afl  to  dower  rights — negli- 
gence in  executing  papers 
without  reading 167 

Absolute  when  not  a  mortgage,  d68 


DEFENSES. 

In  action  a^inst  sheriff  to  en- 
force his  liability  as  baiL ....  460 


DEMURRER. 

For  improper  Joinder  of  causes 
of  action  —  no  answer  to  de- 
murrer to  say  that  such  causes 
of  action  are  not  separately 
stated 156 

Riffht  of  defendant  to  amend 
demurrer  by  answer 888 


DISCOVERY. 

Of  books  and  papers — when  to 
be  ordered 114 


DISORDERLY  PERSONa 

Extent  of  the  power  of  the  re- 
corder of  Cohoes  to  punish. .    61 


DISTRICT  COURT. 

On  appeal  from  judgment,  no 
unaertaking  or  deposit  re- 
(^uired  unless  stay  of  execu- 
tion is  desired 258 


DIVORCE. 

Action  for — evidence  of  former 
marriage  is  competent,  and  is 
a  defense  to  the  action. 88 


E. 


EASEMENT. 


Rule  of  law  as  to 1 


ELEVATED  RAILROAD& 

Conditions  precedent  to  con- 
struction — compensation  to 
owner  of  property  taken  — 
rights  of  abuttmg  owners. . .  404 


ESCHEAT* 


The  law  of. 


808 


ESTOPPEL. 


In  action  for  divorce  where  plain- 
tiff established  the  solemniza- 
tion of  a  marriage  contract 
between  the  parties,  the  de- 
fendant is  not  estopped  from 
proving  the  former  marriage, 
nor  from  asserting  the  fact  as 
a  defense .  


EVIDENCE. 

When  memoranda  admissible — 
what  proof  of  facts  entered 
in  book  necessary  to  render 
such  book  c<Mnpetent  as  a 
memorandum. 807 

What  necessary  in  action  for 
negligence. 460 

When  referee  in  supplementary 
proceedings  brings  suit  for 
fees,  he  should  not  be  allowed 
to  show  that  property  was 
discovered — such  evidence  is 
improper 408 


EXCEPTIONS. 

Taken  upon  a  Jury  trial  when 
and  how  may  be  heard  in  the 
first  instance  at  general  term. 


NBW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS. 


Index. 


EXCISE  LAW. 


Execution  against  the  body 
valid  without  any  teste — per- 
son in  jail  for  penalties  for 
sellinr  nquor  not  entitled  to 
the  liberties  of  the  Jail 7« 

Requisites  of  complaint  and 
proofs  to  entitle  party  to  use 
the  name  of  commissioners  of 
public  charities  and  correc- 
tions in  the  prosecution  of 
actions  for  penalties  under  the 
act  of  1867,  because  of  their 
neglect  to  prosecute 812 


EXECUTION. 

Agafaist  the  body  valid  without 
any  teste 76 

Where  real  property  has  been 
attached,  what  the  demand  to 
the  sheriff  should  require — 
execution  and  sheriff's  certifi- 
cate of  sale,  if  incorrect,  may 
be  amended  in  accordance 
with  notice  of  sale 00 

Against  the  person  —  validity  of 
an  execution  against  the  per- 
son of  one  defendant,  where 
an  order  of  arrest  had  been 
granted  against  two  defend- 
ants who  were  copartners,  but 
executed  only  against  one. . .  182 

Teste  and  return-^ when  error 
not  to  vitiate — what  irregu- 
liuities  may  be  amended  — 
when  sheriff  not  entitled  to 
question  validity  of 466 


EXTRA  ALLOWANCE. 

To  be  allowed  both  upon  the 
amount  of  the  recovery  and 
the  amoimt  of  the  counter- 
claim   • 180 


FALSE  IMPRISONMENT. 
Liability  of  attomeysfor 288 


PEES. 


TAMl 


When  agreement  to  pay  keeper's 
feesvuid 504 


FOREIGN  CORPORATIONS. 
When  and  how  may  be  sued. . .  490 


I. 


ILLEGAL  DEFENSE. 
Must  be  pleaded 187 


IMPRISONMENT. 

Term  of — from  what  tim« 
tence  begins  to  run 


412 


IMPRISONMENT    FOR    DEBT. 

Right  of  attorney  for  defendant 
to  imprison  a  plaintiff  to  col- 
lect costs 894 


IMPROPER  JOINDER 

When  two  causes  of  action  im- 
properly joined 150 


INCUMBRANCES. 

Upon  pier — action  by  the  at- 
torney-general for  its  removal 
— his  right  to  bring  an  action,    06 


INDICTMENT. 

When,  how,  and  under  what 
circumstances  may  be  re- 
moved from  the  court  of  ses- 
sions to  the  court  of  over  and 
terminer — what  is  gooa  cause,  415 
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INFANTS. 


fiow  seirioe  of  summoiiB  must 
be  made  upon 460 


INJUNCTION. 

When  merged  in  the  final  Judg- 
ment  265 

Power  of  supreme  court  to  re* 
strain  the  prosecution  of  ac- 
tions in  other  states 884 

Power  of  the  supreme  court  to 
preyent  the  common  council 
xrom  passing  over  the  mayor's 
▼eto  a  resolution  changing  the 
route  of  the  Brooklyn  lueya- 
ted  Railway 891 

When  and  to  what  extent  may 
be  invoked  against  a  state 
officer 886 


INSANITY. 

Defense  of,  an  afflnnative  de- 
fense 4S6 


INSOLVENT  INSURANCE 
COMPANY. 

Power  of  court  to  make  allow- 
ance to  counsel  out  of  fund 
in  receiver's  hands  for  serv- 
ices rendered  in  proceedings, 
which  have  for  their  purposes 
and  effect  the  protection  of 
general  fund,  though  brought 
m  the  name  of  an  individual 
and  for  his  own  benefit 180 


INSURANCE  (LIFE). 

Policy  issued  on  life  of  husband 
for  use  of  wife,  and  if  she 
died  to  her  children  for  their 
use  ~  who  entitled  to  share  in 
the  policy 100 


Non-assignability  of  endowment 
policy  upon  fife  of  husband 
for  benefit  of  wife. 171 

Policy  for  use  of  wife  not  as- 
signable— policy  changed  to 
pfid-up  policy  does  not 
chance  its  character — trans- 
fer, though  made  in  another 
state  not  valid  here. 885 


JUDGMENT. 

What  is  sufficient  notice  of,  to 
limit  time  to  appeal 166 


In  action  to  set  aside,  for  fraud 
or  collusion,  what  proof  neces- 
sary—  purdiaser  who  takes 
title  under  judgment  of  court, 
that  is  without  jurisdiction  to 
grant  it,  acquires  no  title — 
remedy  is  by  ejectment  — ^pur- 
chasers not  responsible  for 
acts  of  parties  m  the  judg- 
ment of  which  they  had  no 
notice 


Cannot   be  validated  by  acts 
done  subsequent  to 460 


JURISDICTION. 

Of  county  courts  as  affected  by 
chapter  48(),  Laws  of  1880. . .    56 

Objection  to,   when  must  be 
made 168 

Of  state  courts  in  actions  against 
foreign  national  banks 488 


JURY. 

Questions  for 807 

Legitimate  and  proper  infer- 
ences to  be  drawn  from  the 
evidence  is  for  the  jury 460 
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L. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

When  tenant  maybe  removed 
by  sammary  proceedings  for 
sub-lettinff  portion  of  demised 
premisesior  a  policy  shop...  152 


LIMITATIONB  (STATUTE  OF). 


What  period  of  limitation  ap- 
plies In  action  against  city  for 
damages  for  injuries  sustained 

.  from  falling  upon  crosswalk, 
by  reason  of  accumulation  of 
ice  and  snow 


355 


M. 
MANDAMUS. 

The  proper  remedy  to  compel 
the  reinstatement  of  a  person 
improperly  removed  from 
office 


220 


MERGER 

Whether  an  inferior  security  is 
merged  in  one  of  a  higher 
character  depends  upon  the 
intentions  of  the  parties  — 
when  it  will  not  be  regarded 
merged 106 


MORTGAGE. 

Upon  a  building,  "machinery 
and  effects" — what  it  in- 
cludes     27 

Deed  absolute,  when  not  a  mort- 
gage  268 


MORTGAGE  FORECLOSURE. 

Prior  mortgagees  are  not  neoes- 
sary  parties  to  an  action  of 


FA«B. 

foreclosure,   but    sometimes 
they  are  proper  parties 196 


MUNICIPAL    CORPORATIONS. 

Costs  in  actions  against —  effect 
of  non-presentation  of  claim,  846 


Agreement  by — their  power  as 
to  widening  public  streets — 
court  has  no  power  to  review 
discretion  of  common  coimcil 
—  their  right  to  decide  ques- 
tions of  parliamentary  law  — 
what  interest  of  member  not 
sufficient  to  render  his  vote 
void 


K. 

NEGLIGENCE. 

In  action  for,  plaintiff  must 
show  affirmatively  that  the 
negligence  of  defendant  was 
the  sole  cause  of  the  injury — 
what  evidence  necessary — 
legitimate  and  proper  iiuer- 
ences  to  be  drawn  from  the 
evidence  is  for  the  jury 450 

Of  wife  in  executing  papers 
without  reading,  when  not  to 
be  imputed  to  her 167 

Of  banks — burden  of  proof  as 
to — when  court  should  direct 
a  verdict  instead  of  submit- 
ting questions  to  the  jury ... .  177 


NEW  TRLiL. 

Final  Judgment  not  stayed  by 
motion  for — a  fornuu  order 
must  be  entered 29 

Power  of  court  to  grant  where 
infants  have  been  injuriously 
affected  by  misconduct  of  the 
attorneys 869 
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Order  nmntlng,  may  "be 
yiewed  by  the  aame  jiidge 
and  vacated  and  new  tml 
denied 866 


O. 

OFFIGB  .AlH)  OFFICER 

Tenn  of  oflloe  of  surrogate  of 
N.  Y.  city  and  county.  6-19,    61 


P. 

PARTIES. 

Who  proper  parties  defendant, 
in  action  to  test  the  validity 
of  clause  in  will  which  di- 
rected his  executors  to  "  ap- 
ply" a  portion  of  his  estate 
"to  such  charitable  institu- 
tions *'  as  such  executors  may 
choose 118 


In  interest — who  are. 


188 


In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mort- 
gage prior  mortgagees  are  not 
necessary  parties,  but  some- 
times they  are  proper  parties,  196 


PERPETUATION    OF 
TESTIMONY. 

What  must  be  shown  to  entitle 
party  to  order  under  section 
866  of  the  United  States  Re- 
vised Statutes  486 


PLEADING. 

Improper  joinder  of  causes  of 
action — no  answer  to  de- 
murrer to  say  that  such  causes 
of  action  are  not  separately 
stated 166 

Bnle  as  to  construction  of . .  . .  261 


Special  matt«8  not  admissible 
under  the  general  issue 466 


PRACmCS. 

As  to  stay  of  proceedings,  where 
actions  have  been  commenced 
and  afterwards  submitted  to 
arbitration. 128 

As  to  summary  proceedings 
against  attorney. 868 

In  assignment  cases 40 

As  to  discharge  of  a  Judgment 
against  a  bankrupt —  previous 
application 600 


PREFERENCEa 


When  an  order  is  necessary  and 
when  should  be  obtained  and 
served 


488 


Rights    to, 
waived. . . 


how    and    when 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENCY, 

What  amounts  to  an  abandon- 
ment of  agency  —  rights  of 
principal 187 


PROOF. 
What  is  "reasonable  proof"  as 


used  in  the  act  of  1857,  chap- 
ter 628,  section  80,  to  entitle 
party  to  use  the  names  of  pub- 
uc  officers  in  the  prosecution 
of  actions,  because  of  their 
neglect  to  prosecute 812 


E. 

REFEREE. 

Effect  of  death  of — power  of 
court  to  increase  number  of • .  202 
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When  tbree  may  be  appointed.  d60 

In  supplementary  proceedings 
in  suit  for  fees  not  aUowed  to 
show  that  property  was  dis- 
covered   498 


REFERENCE. 

When  will  be  ordered  in  action 
of  partition    168 

Effect  of  death  of  referee — 
power  of  court  to  increase 
number 168 


REMOVAL  OF  CAU8R 

Order  may  be  made  without  no- 
tice, and  at  a  special  term 
other  than  in  the  county  where 
the  venue  is  laid — after  order 
is  entered,  state  court  has  no 
power  to  proceed 8d7 


REPLY. 

Effect  of  failure  to  reply  when 
the  same  is  necessary  .......  868 


REVIVAL. 

Against  whom  action  should  be 
revived,  where  mortgagor  con- 
veys mortgaged  premises  after 
U$  pendens  flTed,  and  dies  dur- 
ing pendency  of  action. 897 


RIGHT  OF  WAY. 
Role  of  law  as  to 1 


s. 

SAYINGS  BANKS. 

Deposits  in  to  credit  of  E.  or 
F.,  cannot  be  paid  to  legal  rep- 
resentatives oi  either  party...  468 


SECURITY  FOR  COSTS. 

FA«a. 
Required  to  be  given  by  a  party 
who  iinpugns  the  acts  of 
sworn  officials,  and  brings  ac- 
tions in  their  names,  founded 
upon  an  allegation  t)f  their 
neglect  of  official  duty 118 


SERVICE. 

Of  summons  or  process —  under 
what  circumstances  persons 
exempt  from 606 


SHERIFF. 

It  is  one  of  the  risks  and 
hazards  of  the  sherrflf 's  office 
to  determine,  at  his  peril, 
whether  he  can  or  cannot  fur- 
ther detain  a  party  in  his  cus- 
tody under  a  certain  writ  or 
process 288 

Liability  of,  for  not  returning 
execution  —  his  return  not 
conclusive  as  to  amount  col- 
lected  372 

Bond  of  indemnity  given  to, 
applies  to  a  lev^  made  before 
the  bond  was  given. 289 

Responsibility  of  his  liability  as 
baU 860 

In  actions  against,  to  enforce 
his  liability  as  bail,  when 
sheriff  not  entitled  to  ques- 
tion validity  of  execution — 
defenses  in  action  against  bail, 
when  not  applicable  in  action 
against  sheriff 466 


STAY  OF  PROCEEDINGS. 

When  action  is  brought  in 
another  state,  and  another  ac- 
tion for  the  same  relief  is 
brought  in  this,  partv  com- 
pellea  to  elect  which  ne  will 
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prosecute  and  stipulate  to  stay 
proceedings  in  the  other 856 


STOLEN  COUPONS. 

Title  of  true  owner — bona  fds 
purchaser 107 


SUMMARY  PROCEEDINGS. 

When  tenant  may  be  removed 
for  subletting  portion  of  de- 
mised premises  for  a  policy 
•hop 162 


SUMMONS. 

Under  what  circumstances  per- 
sons exempt  from  service  of,  008 


SURETIES. 

In  undertaking,  before  whom 
mayjustify 880 


SURROGATE. 

Of  New  York  city  and  county 
— his  term  of  office 5-liMSl 


T. 
TENANTS  IN  COMMON. 

Right  of  one  tenant  in  common 
of  personal  property  to  main- 
tain trover  against  his  co- 
tenant 168 


TESTIMONY. 

Of  party  dying  after  trial  Is  evi- 
dence on  new  trial — when 
such  testimony  is  read — when 


PASB. 

defendant  may  be  examined 
as  to  same  transaction 196 

TRADE-MARE. 

Right  to  use  of  word  as  a  trade- 
mark.     93 

When  assignable — when  levi- 
able—  statute  of  exemption 
from  attachment 815 

TRESPASS. 

Damages  for,  in  case  of  suppos- 
able  fire — rule  of  damages  in 
such  case 288 

TRIAL. 

Is  completed  when  finally  sub- 
mitted to  Jury 483 


TROVER 

Right  of  one  tenant  in  common 
of  personal  property  to  main- 
tain trover  against  his  co- 
tenant 168 


TRUSTS. 

With  respect  to  stock  in  a  cor- 
poration—accounting by  trus- 
tee  251 

The  provisions  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  in  relation  to  uses 
and  trusts,  do  not  apply  to  a 
trust  of  personal  property. . .  228 


TRUSTEES. 

Under  a  will  holding  funds  for 
investment  for  the  benefit  of 
minor  children — ^theirduty..  184 
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UNDERTAKING. 

PAOB. 

Sureties,  before  whom  may 
justify 880 

Upon  order  of  arrest  —  vacation 
of  order  upon  stipulation  by 
defendant  not  to  bring  an  ac- 
tion for  false  imprisonment  or 
malicious  prosecution— effect 
of  stipulation 479 

Filed  upon  obtaining  attach- 
ment—  what  damages  recov- 
erable upon 515 

UNITED  STATES  COURTS. 

Decisions  of,  as  affecting  state 
courts 201 


V. 

VOLUNTARY  JOINT  ASSO- 
CLVTION, 

Rieht  of  an  expelled  member 
mereof  to  bring  action  for 
restoration  to  meniberahip  — 
such    action    well    brought 


PAGB. 


against  the  president  —  pro- 
priety of  expulsion  may  be 
reviewed  in  suit — member 
entitled  to  notice  —  right  to 
suspend  weekly  pajnments  not 
to  be  passed  upon  by  the 
court 


w. 

WILL. 

Construction  of — dutv  of  trus- 
tees holding  funds  for  invest- 
ment for  the  benefit  of  minor 
children 184 

Construction  of  —  authority  of 
executor  to  sell  and  convey 
real  estate 318 

Trustee  to  sell  land  and  invest 
proceeds  —  discretion  of  trus- 
tees as  to  time  to  sell  and 
invest 886 


WITNESS. 

Conviction  of  crime  not  to 
exclude  —  how  conviction 
proved 148 


Vol.  LXU        81 


^X. 


Ci. 


ft. 


ERRATA. 


i««- 


In  the  case  of  FMer  Agt.  yM  (arUe,  pag^  166)  for  *Totter  "  read  PaUen, 
On  page  168,  thirteenth  line  from  bottom,  in  place  of  the  word  "be" 
readJie. 
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